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COVER SHEET
(a) Responsible Agency: United States Air Force.

(b) Proposed Action: Supersonic Flight Operations in the Valentine Military
Operations Area in Hudspeth, Culberson, Jeff Davis, and Presidio Counties,
Texas.

(c) Responsible Individual: Alton Chavis, HQ TAC/DEEV, Langley AFB, VA
23665; Telephone (804) 764-4430,

(d) Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

(e) Abstract: The 49th Tactical Fighter Wing (TFW) at Holloman AFB, New
Mexico, proposes to fly approximately 300 supersonic sorties per month in the
Valentine Military Operations Area/Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace
area. All proposed supersonic flights would be conducted during daylight
hours and at an altitude above 15,000 feet mean sea level which is 8,000 to
10,000 feet above ground level in the MOA,

Several alternatives were reviewed including the "no action” option. A
review of existing MOA's within 150 NM of Holloman AFB show the more viable
alternatives to be: utilize only the White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) and the
Reserve MOA; use only the WSMR and the Valentine MOA. The Air Force's
preferred alternative is to conduct 300 sorties per month in both MOA's
(Valentine and Reserve) to minimize the number of sonic booms each area would
receive.

The primary environmental concern associated with the proposed action is
the effects of sonic booms. It is projected an individual would hear no more
than 2 to 3 sonic booms per day in the area of flight operations. Over-
pressure levels would range from 1 to about 5 psf with the average carpet boom
being 2 to 3 psf., Focus booms could occur in the area. Concerns have been
raised about significant indirect impacts to the economy by sonic booms
impacting ranching operations and recreational activities. Other concerns
raised were wildlife, human health and annoyance, structures, cultural
resources, and commercial/private air traffic impacts. Each attribute has
been analyzed to a depth sufficient to determine if the potential impact would
be significant. No significant impacts were identified on socio—-economics or
health effects. The potential long term health effects of loud noise is a
debatable issue. Some researchers believe there is a 1link between noise and
ill~health; however, this is contrary to the consensus of the scientific
community at this time.
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SUMMARY
DRAFT ( ) FINAL (X) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1. Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative ( )

2, Brief Description of Air Force Proposed Action:

The 49th Tactical Fighter Wing (TFW) at Holloman AFB, New Mexico, proposed
to fly approximately 300 supersonic sorties per month in the Valentine Military
Operating Area/Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace Area (MOA/ATCAAA).
Although variations are possible, typically three or four aircraft would fly
together in the area for half an hour four or five times a day. Only a small
portion of that time would be at supersonic speeds. All proposed supersonic
flights would be conducted during daylight hours on weekdays and at an
altitude above 15,000 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) which is 8,000 to 10,000 feet
above ground level in the MOA., The Valentine MOA 1is located in the Trans
Pecos region of Southwestern Texas and covers portions of Culberson, Hudspeth,
Jeff Davis, and Presidio counties.

3. Public Review of the Revised Draft EIS:

The public review and comment period for the revised draft environmental
impact statement (RDEIS) began on August 5, 1983, with publication of the
Notice of Availability in the PFederal Register, and ended on November 4,
1983. During this three month review period, public comments on the RDEIS
were solicited. Written comments were submitted to Headquarters Tactical Air
Command at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia. Verbal comments were received at
the public hearing held in Valentine, Texas, on October 11, 1983.

The Air Force's response to these comments consists of individual
regsponses to the comments and questions, In addition, an errata sheet
provides factual corrections to the RDEIS. Since changes in response to the
comments are minor, the final EIS will consist of the RDEIS, the comments, the
responses, the errata sheet, and this Summary. This Summary is similar to the
one in the RDEIS, but it has been revised slightly in order to reflect the
public comment process.

4, Summary of Environmental Impacts:

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed action are a result
of the aircraft flying greater than the speed of sound. Currently, the
Valentine MOA 1s used by the 49th TFW for F-15 training at subsonic speeds.
The additional environmental impacts would be increased air pollutants and
sonic booms.

There would be an increase 1in air pollutants due to accelerating to
superscnic speeds; however, the increase would be small because the amount of
time the aircraft would be supersonic is about one~half minute per sortie and
is about twc percent of the time currently spent in the MOA. The pollutants
would be emitted at a relatively high altitude and spread over a large area;
consequently, the impact on local ambient air quality would be minor.
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The primary impact of concern for local residents is the effects of sonic
booms on people, domestic animals and wildlife, archaelogical sites,
structures, and local economics. The Air Force has conducted an 1intensive
literature review, conducted special tests and developed a sonic boom model to
assess the magnitude of impacts to the various environmental attributes.

The sonic boom model94 prepared from analysis of similar F-15 operations
in the Oceana MOA (W-72 off the coast of North Carolina) indicate the average
duration of a supersonic event was about 15 seconds. The number of supersonic
events per sortie averaged 2.7 with thirty percent of these producing a sonic
boom that would hit the ground, or 0.8 booms per sortie. The study also shows
the average airspeed and altitude were about 1.1. Mach and 15,100 feet,
respectively. The average carpet boom (the boom pattern produced by straight,
level flight) would impact about 28 square miles. Supersonic flight
operations occur within an elliptical area of about 170 square miles,
Statistical analysis of the Oceana data indicates the average carpet boom
range between two to three pounds overpressure per square foot. (Greater than
eleven pounds per square foot are generally required to cause structural
damage.) The probability of a six pound per square foot boom occurring 1is
about one in 20,000 chances. The chance of hearing four or more booms per day
is less than one percent; on average any one person should not hear more than
two to three booms per day. Since Air Force pilots will avoid the city of
Valentine by at least five miles, booms are not expected to be heard at that
location. For similar reasons, booms are not expected to be heard outside of
the Valentine MQA. On rare occasions, however, it is possible for a boom to
be heard where it is not expected.

Maneuvering operations such as longitudinal accelerations, pushovers, and
turns can cause focusing of the sonic wave at a fixed location., As indicated,
these focus booms impact at a small, fixed area and do not follow the aircraft
flight tract. The pressure increase can vary from two to five’8,98 times
the overpressure level of the carpet boom at the location of focus; however,
atmospheric conditions reduce the possibility of such increase to two to four
times. Often atmospheric turbulence will cause a de-focusing effect that
dissipates the boom completely.99 A most important point about focus boom
is that the peak pressure decays much more rapidly than that of a carpet boom
and, thus, the positive impulse is much lower (contains less energy) than a
carpet boom of the same overpressure. Galloway99 has provided generalized
algorithms for evaluating the spatial effects of focus booms. Statistical
analysis of the data shows the chance of any one location receiving a focus
boom from a linear acceleration and pushover maneuvers is one in about 3,300
and for a turn maneuver the probability 1s one in 5,000 chances. The
probability of a focus boom is one in about 16,700 chances. Daley105 has
also investigated the sgpatial effect of a focus boom by using the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administrations' Splash sonic boom model. The model
showed that the focus zone exceeding nominal carpet was a band about 16 feet
wide parallel to the curved flight track. At the point where the overpressure
is twice the nominal carpet, the width reduces to about three feet. Applying
this data to Valentine would show the probability of a focus boom impacting
any one spot where the overpressure is equal to nominal carpet to be about one
chance in 8,500; for overpressures two times or more greater than nominal, the
probability reduces to one in 42,500 chances. Thus it can be seen that for
higher magnification factors, the spatial effect and probability of the boom
hitting any given location gets extremely small.
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There are three categories of concern in terms of scnic boom impact to
people: potential for hearing loss, non-auditory ill-health and annoyance.
The 1long term day-night "C" weighted noise 1level associated with the
maneuvering ellipse indicates a spatial average of 58 decibels, From an
energy average standpoint, a focus or superboom adds less than 0.01 decibels
to these values and consequently 1is not significant in terms of day-night
average nolse levels. This data, along with the fact that tests conducted
where the overpressures range between 50 to 144 psf did not show any permanent
hearing loss, leads the Air Force’to the conclusion that booms in the range
anticipated at the Valentine MOA would not cause any hearing loss, either from
routine operations or from a focus boom.

Annoyance factors suggested by CHABA107 coupled with EPAl00  apg
HUD?3 recommended noise level guidelines 1indicated that about six out of
about 850 people in the Valentine MOA will be highly annoyed. The day-night
average nolse levels would be compatible with HUD criteria for a residential
environment.

No definitive stance on physiological 1ll-health can be made at this
time., There is 1little doubt that noise, 1including sonic booms, acts as a
stressor, but it is not known with any degree of certainty whether prolonged
exposure results in cumulative pathology. Some research has been conducted to
determine the 1link between noise and 1ill-health; however, many of these
studies are questioned by the scientific community. CHABA95 was requested
by OSHA and EPA to consider research that might be performed to examine the
effects on human health from long-term noise exposure for industrial workers
and the general population, respectively. CHABA's conclusion was that
auditory effects were fairly well defined; however, in 1light of the data
reviewed on non-auditory effects it would be prudent to obtain more critical
research, While these considerations are primarily for general audible and
industrial impact noises, it is stressed that specific data on sonic booms is
also needed. EPA92 indicates that due to the frequency range of sonic booms
they may not be as harmful as other higher frequency impact sounds.

Researchers 1like Kryter55 and Broadbentll indicate that 1f 1ll-health
can result from noise, the connection probably is due to psychological stress
factors. If this is the connection and if one accepts the social surveys that
predict annoyance as a factor of noise levels, then one would conclude that a
very low percent, if any, of the exposed people in the Valentine MOA would
develop non-auditory ill-health conditions.

Public commenters urged the Air Force to provide a "worst—case”™ analysis
of potential health 1impacts caused by sonic booms. However, specific
predictions of such impacts are not possible. Additional years of research
are needed to scientifically determine causal connections or to realistically
predict generalized health effects based upon noise. Nevertheless, it has
been sguggested that there are 1links between noise and problems such as
hypertension, cardiovascular changes, increased neurologic and
gastrointestinal disturbances, changes in the course of pregnancy, and changes
in hormone levels and other chemical balances. These effects are exemplary of
conditions associated with stress. While such effects have been suggested, no
method 1s available to preduct either any specific reaction or the proportion
of the community which could be affected. Although such effects cannot be
dismissed, prevailing scientific opinion supports the expectation that the

predicted noise exposure would not cause the effects speculated on above.
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It is recognized that future research may provide a better understanding
of the relationship between noise and non-auditory ill-health; however, in the
interim decisions must be based on that data supported by the scientific
community,

Sonic boom effects on domestic animals and wildlife have also been
evaluated. Species of special concern in the Valentine area are the Peregrine
falcon (endangered), sheep, horses and beef cattle. Review of available
literature, information obtained on specles response to sonic booms in other
areas and special studies conducted for coordination under the Endangered
Species Act 1indicate supersonic flight {in the Valentine MOA will not
significantly impact domestic animals or wildlife in the area. The FWS has
concluded the proposed action will not jeopardize the continued existence of
the Peregrine falcon.

Bighorn sheep on the Luke and Nellis AF Ranges have been exposed to sonic
booms for a number of years. No noticeable effects in the population age
structure, longevity or reproduction success has been found for the sheep on
the Nellis Air Force Range.61

Domestic animals such as cattle, horses, sheep and poultry show very
little behavioral effect from exposure to sonic booms,21,35,48,66,103
Available 1literature and special studies reviewed support the fact that
animals and wildlife can and do flourish in the presence of military aircraft
operations, both subsonic and supersonic, Fletcher33 concludes if aircraft
noise were an adverse impact areas around large airports would be devoid of
wildlife. This is also true for military operating areas and it should be
noted that noise levels in MOAs are normally less than that at busy commercial
airports and military airfields with jet activity.

The Air Force, in conjunction with the Texas Historic Preservation
Commission and the Texas Bureau of Economic Geology, conducted a test to
evaluate the significance of supersonic flight on archaeological sites within
the Valentine MOA. The test did not indicate that a significant impact would
occur.

Probable damage to structures should be 1limited and would primarily
involve claims for window breakage. At the anticipated overpressure levels,
the probability of glass breakage is about two-tenths of one percent. NASA's
review of structural responses indicated overpressures less than about 11
pounds per square foot should not cause damage.19 A 1977 evaluation on an
adobe house in Southern Arizona indicated the structure reacted similarly to
conventional style structures. Therefore, other than window breakage,
structural damage may be limited to the probability that the one in 16,700
super booms could have an associated focus region where the focused portion
would hit a structure. Due to the sparcity of structures in the area, the
chance of a structure being hit by such a boom 18 l1limited; however, it is
possible.

Possible impact to archaeological sites in the Valentine MOA was evaluated
in July 1981 and the study concludes that sonic booms are unlikely to cause

any significant damage. As a worst case scenario, it was concluded that a
sonic boom might trigger the spalling of surface rock layers which are already

in an unstable state due to natural erosive mechanisms; however, in this case,
the natural processes would be expected to complete the spalling process over
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a short time. The expected ground motions are, at worst, eight percent of the
1imits set by strict blasting codes and compare to velocities which could be
produced by local earthquakes that occur in the Valentine area. At all sites
visited during the study, rocks appeared tc be sufficiently competent to
withstand the acoustic and seismic waves generated by sonic booms.

The potential for sonic boom 1impact in the 1local economy has been
evaluated and determined not to be significant. The evaluation included a
review of population, employment, personal income, retail trade, assessed
valuation, real estate development, tourism, ranching, farming, mining, and
forestry. In no case did any of the areas' economic attributes indicate sonic
booms would result in a significant impact.

In conclusion, the Air Force does not foresee significant impacts to human
health, the 1local economy, or the other topics 1investigated, such as
endangered species. As reflected by the public comments, however, the local
populace clearly anticipates significant impacts to such factors as their
quiet, rural lifestyle; the local economy; asnd their health. Many commenters
opposed the proposal, criticized the Air Force's analysis, or both. Due to
the subjective nature of individual responses to noise, active campaigns
against a proposed flight program will frequently generate multiple
anticipatory complaints far 1In excess of those occurring during the actual
program. Nevertheless, a small number of people would be anticipated to
remain "highly annoyed” after operations commenced. Because the booms
themselves cannot be mitigated further, commenters emphasized the exploration
and consideration of alternatives, such as alternate areas or reliance on
weekend flying.

5. Alternatives Considered:

In addition to the no action alternative, other options considered
feasible were: use only the White Sands Missile Range and Reserve MOA, and
use only the White Sands Missile Range and Valentine MOA. Use of other
locations within 150NM of Holloman AFB 18 not practical because other
operations would be disrupted. Airspace locations greater than 150NM from
Holloman AFB would result in excessive cost and are not considered viable
alternatives.

NOTE: The proposed supersonic training area was initially designated as the
Van Horn Military Operations Area because of the proximity of the area to the
town of Van Horn. Following the 3 August 1978 Valentine town meeting, several
area residents requested the name of the Van Horn MOA be changed to the
Valentine MOA. Basis for the request was that the town of Van Horn was
outside the area boundary. The 49th Tactical Fighter Wing submitted a request
for the name change and effective 19 April 1979, the Van Horn area was
redesignated as the Valentine Military Operations Area. Although all
references to the Van Horn area in the text have been changed to reflect the
recent name change, no attempt was made to change the appendices. Consider
all references to the Van Horn MOA in the appendices as being synonymous with
the present Valentine MOA.
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RONALD D. COLEMAN
16TH DISTRICT, TEXAS

1017 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C 20818
1202) 2284801

COMMITTEES
ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY

U.S. POST OFFICE DUN.DING. ROOM 304

DISTRICT OFFICES: PERSONNEL AND COMPENSATION

U.S. COURTHOUSE. ROOM 148
&L PASO. TEXAS 79801

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Congress of the Wnited States Coler

COMMENCE, CONSUMER. AND MOMNETARY
AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE

GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES AND
TRANSPORTATION SUSCOMMITTEE

i Rouse of Representatioes
Washington, B.C. 20515

GOVERNMENT INFORMATION. JUSTICE, AND
AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITTEE

November 1, 1983 MAJORITY WHIP AT LARGE

HQ TAC/DEEV
ATTN: Mr. Alton Chavis
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

RE: Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Supersonic
Flight Operations in the
Valentine Military Operation
Area

Dear Mr. Chavis:

I very much appreciate the opportunity to comment on the evaluation
of the potential impact of supersonic flight operations in the Valentine
Military Operations Area (MOA) as described in the Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Statement of July 27, 1983. I would also like to commend the Department
of the Air Force f{.r keeping me informed on this important matter and for its
decision to delay the public hearing planned for September 12, 1983 to
October 10, 1983 and to extend the written comment period at my request. This
permitted my constituents to carefully peruse the statement in anticipation of
the hearing and to prepare comments. I am enclosing a copy of my letter to
the Air Force Legislative Liaison Office for inclusion in the record.

As a member of the House Armed Services Committee, I am certainly
cognizant of the need to conduct supersonic fiight operations because of
their intrinsic combat training value. The 49th Tactical Fighter Wing at Hollomon
Alr Force Base serves an important function in the United States defense
posture and is a source of pride for many in the desert southwest. In a similar
fashion, I am ever mindful of the health and safety of the people in my
congressional district whose needs and views are of paramount importance.
It is this context in which I reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Concerns expressed by my constituents in meetings, correspondence
and telephone calls to my office echo those raised at the first public
hearing on this issue in 1979 and contained in the transcript of that hearing.
The most notable of these concerns include health issues related to humans and
animals, potential damage to fragile archeaological sites, night flights,
out-of-boundary flights, and problems connected with damage to homes and
buildings, such as delayed compensation and under valuation of damage estimates.

1-1




HQ TAC/DEEV

Mr. Alton Chavis
November 1, 1983
Page 2

I am most concerned about the potential adverse effects on the
health of my constituents caused by prolonged exposure to noise caused by
supersonic flights. The draft statement concludes in its summary that "no
definitive stance on physiological ill-health can be made at this time.

There is little doubt that noise including sonic booms acts as a stressor, but
it is not known with any degree of certainty whether prolonged exposure results
in cumulative pathology." This notion of placing people in a situation
without definite knowledge of its harmful effects is unconscionable.

Dr. Richard Worthington of the Department of Biological Sciences
at the University of Texas at El1 Paso, who has followed this issue with
great interest, informs me of the great volume of literature which concludes
that noise adversely affects people, and he has presented this information to
the Air Force. He specifically points out that noise stress will cause health
problems such as hypertension, ulcers, and problems with pregnancy. In addition
I would submit that the suggestion in the draft statement summary that "about
six out of almost 700 people in the Valentine MOA will be highly annoyed" by
the noise falls far below those affected based on the inquiries T have received.

Another issue of major concern to me is future use of the Valentine
MOA should tihe present proposal be implemented. The language on pages 1-5
and 1-13 of the Draft Statement alludes to the fact that it 1is difficult to
ascertain the increased usage of airspace over White Sands Missile Range, for
example, which would in turn require additional supersonic sorties over other
designated areas. It is unreasonable to entertain thoughts of accepting the
Air Force's proposal at this time in light of unforeseen circumstances at
White Sands, the Reserve, New Mexico MOA, or other military facilities in the
region which might increase airspace usz2ze over the Valentine MOA.

In reconciling the need to provide for combat aircrew readiness
and responding to the concerns of my constituents, I would suggest continued
negotiations with the Department of the Army for use of its test facility at
White Sands Missile Range. In this regard, I would offer any assistance I
may be able to provide as a member of the Armed Services Committee. In the
alternative, I would direct efforts to locate public lands in the region suitable
for the sorties.

With kindest personal regards, I remain

Ve truly yours,

Ronald D. Coleman
Member of Congress

RDC:jls
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RONALD D. COLEMAN

l 16TH DISTRICT, TEXAS ARMED s:uvncss cc;wmu
e @ongress of the Wnited States T o
e House of Representatioes cor——
Washington, B.C. 20515 I ————
MAJORITY WHIP AT LARGE

August 22, 1983

Albert L. Barbero

Colonel, United States Air Force
Chief, Program Liaison Division
Office of Legislative Liaison
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Colonel Barbero:

Thank you for your letter of July 27, 1983 informing me of the
proposed supersonic flight operations in the Reserve, New Mexico and Valentine,
Texas Military Operations Areas. You stated that the Air Force intends to
receive public comments at hearings in each area and my understanding is that
one is scheduled in Valentine on or about September 12. Pursuant to a telephone
conversation you had with my Legislative Assistant, Jose Sanchez, on this date,
1 would like your assistance in delaying both the deadiine for public comments
?n 5h$ Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the date for the public hearing

n Valentine.

I can certainly appreciate the fact that these hearings have been
under consideration for some period now. The additional time, however, will
permit my constituents directly affected by the operations to prepare their
responses to the revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Other interested
parties who have been following the development of these flight operations have
expressed an interest in delaying these hearings and public comment period.

At your invitation, I intend to send a representative from my Congressional
office to attend the Valentine hearing.

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation in this matter and with
kindest personal regards, I remain

Very truly yours,

Ronald D. Coleman
Member of Congress

ROC:J1s
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; M2 % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

:{m‘! REGION VI

e, — INTERFIRST TWO BUILDING. 1201 ELM STREET
) DALLAS. TEXAS 73270

SEP 19 1999

John 0, Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations Management
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

We have completed our review of the Revised Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment (EIS) on the proposed Supersonic Flight Operations in the Valentine
Military Operations Area (MOA) which is located in the extreme portion of

southwestern Texas next to Mexico.

The Draft EIS examines the impacts associated with 300 to 600 proposed
supersonic training flights each month by F-15 aircraft stationed at Holloman
AFB, New Mexico. The principal impacts associated with the proposed train-
ing are related to as many as 24 sonic booms generated each day by aircraft
maneuvering above 15,000 feet mean sea level in the MOA.

Considering the many concerns expressed by area citizens and included
in the Draft EIS as well as the close proximity of the nation of
Mexico to the project action, we suggest that the Air Force consider
5 mitigation further. The potential adverse impact that frequent sonic
booms would have on human and wildlife populations in the Valentine
MOA could be reduced by flying some of these supersonic missions
at Sells MOA and some overwater, as discussed in the EIS. Flying
these missions at Sells MOA would require aerial refueling, but since
each pilot must maintain refueling proficiency, multiple training
requirements could be satisfied on a single mission.

We classify your Revised Draft EIS as LO-1. Specifically, we have no objections
to the project as described in the Statement; however, we request that mitiga-
tion be considered further and offer suggestions. Our classification will be
published in the Federal Register according to our responsibility to inform the
public of our views on proposed Federal actions, under Section 309 of the Clean

Air Act.

The following comment is offered for your consideration: '
5
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Definitions of the categories are provided on the enclosure. Our procedure

is to categorize the EIS on both the environmental consequences of the proposed
action and on the adequacy of the EIS at the draft stage, whenever possible.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. Please send our

office five (5) copies of the Final EIS at the same time it is sent to
the Office of Federal Activities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

Washington, D.C.

Sincerely yours,

D%k Whittington, P.E. ?

Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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_ ENVIRCNMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

L0 - Lack of Objections

. EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft
impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

.ER = Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has asked the
originating Federal agency to re-assess these aspects.

’

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency
believes that the potential safeguards which might be utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

Ve

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Cateagory 1 - Adequate

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental impact
of the proposed project or action as well as alternatives reasonably
available to the project or action.

Catedofy 2 - Insufficient Information

EPA believes the draft impact statement does not contain sufficient
information to assess fully the environmental impact of the proposed
project or action. However, from the information submitted, the
Agency is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact

on the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provide
‘the information that was not included in the draft statement.

Category 3 - Inadeguate

'EPA believes that the drart impact statement does not adequately
assess the environmantal impact of the proposed project or actionm,

or that the statemant inadeguately analyzes reasonably available
alternatives. The Agency has requested more information and.analysis
concerning the potential environmental hazards and has asked that -
substantial revision be made to the impact statement. If a draft
statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be made of the
project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on which
to make a determination.

/
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHWEST REGION
P. 0. BOX 1689
pare: August 25, 1983 FORT WORTH. TEXAS 76101

rerarto: ASW-43A

sumuxcr: Environmental Impact Statement - Supersonic Flight Operations in the
Valentine Military Operations Area, Holloman AFB, New Mexico

rrom:  Manager, Budget and Planning Branch, ASW-43

1o. Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the subject envirommental
impact statement. It has been reviewed and we find that it will have
no adverse impact on FAA facilities now installed or planned,

2y
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service

Centers for Disease Control
Atlanta GA 30333

(404) 452-4257
September 24, 1983

Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Attention: Mr. Alton Chavis
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Gent lemen:

Thank you for sending us a copy of the Revised Draft Envirommental Impact State-
ment (EIS) for the Supersonic Flight Operations in the Valentine Military
Operations Area, Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico. We have reviewed your
responses to our September 11, 1979, comments and find our comments to be
satisfactorily addressed.

We understand that the Air Force will consider all aspects of the public contro-
versy concerning the proposed action and will make every reasonable effort to
mitigate the effects of the increased noise levels upon human health and welfare.
These measures are described on page 9-4 of the EIS. We note that the Air Force
". . . experience and scientific evidence do not indicate significant impact will
occur as a result of the proposed action.”

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Revised Draft EIS. Please send us
one copy of the Final EIS when it becomes available.

Sincerely yours,

Frank S. Lisella, Ph.D.

Chief, Environmental Affairs Group
Envirommental Health Services Division
Center for Envirommental Health



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Project Review
Post Office Box 2088
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87103

ER~83/964 SEP 19 1383

Mr. Alton Chavis
Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Chavis:

This responds to your request for the Department of the Interior's comments
on the Revised Draft Environmental Statement for Supersonic Flight Operations
for Valentine Military Operations Area, Culberson, Hudspeth, Jeff Davis,

and Presidio Counties, Texas.

FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Studies on sensitive wildlife species such as peregrine falcons and bighorn
sheep indicate these species are relatively unaffected by sonic booms. They
may be momentarily startled by the booms but have been observed to resume
their activities within a few seconds following a boom occurrence. We are
unaware of data on the effects of sonic booms, if any, on wildlife which are
exposed over continued periods of time or of the effects on very young animals.

We would recommend that concentrations of migratory waterfowl be avoided.
Known areas of deer and antelope populations should also be avoided in the
spring months to reduce disturbances and lower stress on the females during
fawning and kidding (giving birth).

Concerns have been raised over the effects of sonic booms on water storage
tanks. If there are no other sources of water available in this arid climate,
it can be assumed that wildlife, in addition to livestock, will depend on these
tanks for water. If sonic boams crack or otherwise damage these tanks and

the water leaks out, there could be an adverse impact on wildlife species. If
it appears that mumerous tanks could be impacted by sonic boams, consideration
should be given to reenforcing or bringing these tanks up to standard before

initiating supersonic flights.

In summary, based on existing information, impacts to wildlife species should
be minimal. However, there is no data to our knowledge on the effects of
sonic boams day-after-day on wildlife species and their bodily systems. Indirect -
impacts such as broken water storage tanks could potentially affect wildlife
species.




Page 2
HYDROLOGY

The evaluation of possible impacts of sonic booms on water wells, particularly
water wells of considerable depth, is not adequate (page 9-3, 9-4). The
conclusions of the assessment are based on results of a study for NASA (Goforth,
T. T. and McDonald, J. A., 1968, Seismic Effects of Sonic Booms: NASA Contractor
Report, NASA CR 1137) which found that peak particle velocities recorded in a
sealed vault at a depth of 44 feet were attenuated by a factor of 75 relative

to those recorded at the surface (page 29). However, we note on page 18 of the
NASA report that experimental conditions made it impossible to record ground
velocity data from three seismometers placed in a deep well. The conclusion
concerning attenuation of effects with depth is apparently based on energy losses
incurred during transmission through sediments and does not consider effects from
transmission of single or multiple overpressures directly down a deep, partially
air-filled water well. We suggest that the analysis should adddress factors
more specifically significant for wells, such as (1) effects of the sonic boam

at the air/water interface, where great differences in campressibility will exist;
(2) acceleration in the steel casing; and (3) intensification of overpressure
effects by reflection and focussing by the walls of the drill hole.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the revised draft statement.

Sincerely,

O s

nd P. Churan
Regional Envirommental Officer

1-10
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

MARK WHITE STATE CAPITOL
GOVERNOR AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

November 14, 1983

“Mr, John 0. Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations
Management

Deputy Assistant Secretary
of the Air Force

Department of the Air Force

Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

The Governor's Office has received for review the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on the proposed supersonic flight operations in the Valentine
Military Operating Area. The state Environmental Impact Statement number

assigned to this project is 3-07-50-137.

Comments from state agencies were generally favorable regarding this
Jproject. However, the Texas Aeronautics Commission recommended the Marfa VOR
be upgraded to a VORTAC or VORDME to provide pilots with additional safety
precautions. The Texas Parks and Wildiife Department requests the Corps to
address the problem of survival of the peregrine falcon's eggs under the sonic
vibrations to be generated. Comments are enclosed for your review.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this project. Please contact
this office if we may provide further assfistance.

Director of Planhing

dfm
Comments enclosed: Texas Parks and Wildiife Department

1-11
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Jimes M. Johnson, Chaininan C. A. (Clay) Wilkins

: Warren C. Harmon, Vice Chairman Executive Director
Jack 11 McCreary, Secretary P.O. Box 12607, Capitol Station
410 East Sth Street

Lucicn ! loutnoy, Mcmber
George’M. Underwood, Member
Meclvin Phillips, Member

Austin, Texas 78711
(512) 4769262

September 23, 1983

Mr. Harden Wiedemann

Director

Governor's Office of Planning and -
Intergovernmental Relations <

Intergovernmental Section

Sam Houston Building

Austin, Texas

Dear Mr. Wiedemann:

The Texas Aeronautics Commission has reviewed the Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Statement Supersonic Flight Operations in Valentine Military Operations
Area-Holloman AFB New Mexico (EIS#3-07-59-137) and offers the following

comments,

We have been impressed by the Air Force's efforts to address all the environmental

issues that have been raised and we will not comment on those.

The aeronautical issues have been addressed to our satisfaction and we concur
with the findings in the report regarding the effects of the proposal on area

T aeronautical activity. However, as an added safety precaution to assist
military and civilian air traffic in avoiding one another, it is recommended
that the Marfa VOR be upgraded to a VORTAC or VORDME to provide pilots with
distance as well as directional guidance from the facility.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the study. If you have any
questions or need further information, please contact us.

H. Merrill Goodwyn
Plan, Programs and Research

tat
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¢ TEXAS
e PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT

COMMWSIONERS

PERRY R. BASS
Chairman, Fort Worth

[y

COMMISSIONERS

W. B. OSBORN, JR.
Santa Elena

EDWIN L. COX, JR. e
Vice-Chairman, Athens Dallss

CHARLES D. TRAVIS
JAMES R. PAXTON EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WM. M. WHELESS, i1l
Palests Houston

4200 Smith School Road
Austin, Texas 78744 \

August 12, 1983

‘Mr. John 0. Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations Management

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Department -of the Air Force

Washington, D. C. 20330

Re: Supersonic Flight Operations in the Valentine Military
Operations Area .
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statemen

Dear Mr, Rittenhouse:

The following comments are provided concerning the above-referenced
document.

While the information presented appears to indicate that sonic booms

~|do not negatively affect peregrine falcons, and would not redyce egg

‘| hatchability, comments should also address potential negative effects

such as: . T

1. Possible ejection of eggs from nests by peregrines
sufficiently disturbed by sonic vibrations, and

' l

12 2. The potential for eggs physically vibrating from 2!

the nests. '

Consideration of these points are important because even though sonic
booms may have little affect upon adults, the loss of only a few eggs
could be significant to the survival of this species.

’
’

The opportunity to re#iew and comment on this proposed action is
. appreciated. :

//MM) e . £30P46 ¢

Charles D. Ttavis
Executive Director

CDT:RWS:jlm
T

Celebrating One Hundred and Filty Ycars -- IN36- 1956

- WM. O. BRAECKLEIN



TEXAS AIR CONTROL BOARD

6330 HWY. 290 EAST
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78723

VITTORIO K. ARGENTO, P. E.

JOHN L BLAIR
Chairman BOB G. BAILEY
&uutgs R. JAYNES FRED HARTMAN

ce Chairman D. JACK KILIAN, M. D,

OTTO R. KUNZE, Ph. D., P. E,
FRANK H. LEWIS

BILL STEWART.P.E.
R. HAL MOORMAN

Executive Director

September 26, 1983

Mr. Robert McPherson, Director

Office of Planning and Intergovernmental
" Relations

Intergovernmental Section

P.0. Box 13561

Austin, Texas 78711

Subject: Valentine Military Operating Area, Van Horn, Texas
€IS Number 3-07-50-137

Dear Mr. McPherson:

We have reviewed the above cited document and found it to
be consistent with the State Implementation Plan,

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review the
document. If we can assist further, please contact me.

Sincerely,

)
M /(Q‘%MWD?
Alex D. Opiela, Jr., P.E.
Deputy Director
Standards and Regulations Program

cc: Mr. Manuel Aguirre, P.E., Regional Director, E1l Paso

1-14
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

ENGINEER-DIRECTOR
MARK G. GOODE

COMMISSION

ROBERT H. DEDMAN
JOHN R. BUTLER, JR.

€

ROBERT C. LANIER. CHAIRMAN

AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

September 19, 1983

Valentine Military Operations Area
Revised Draft EIS #3-07-50-137

Mr. Harden Wiedemann, Director
Governor's Office of Planning &
Intergovernmental Relations
Sam Houston Building

Austin, Texas

Dear Mr. Wiedemann:

The Department has no comment.

1-15

IN REPLY REFER TO

ALE NO.

D8-E 854

Thank you for the opportunity to review the revised draft environmental
impact statement covering supersonic flight operations in the Valentine

Military Operations Area.

Sincerely yours,

M. G. Goode
Engineer-Director

Nurews L '

Marcus L. Yanceyy’ Jr.
Deputy Engineer-Director




GEORGE E. CHRISTIAN, AUSTIN
CHAIRMAN

MRS, H.L. LONG, KILGORE
VICE CHAIRMAN

DUNCAN E, BOECKMAN, DALLAS
SECRETARY

JOHN M. BENNETT, SAN ANTONIO
MRS, JAMES F. BIGGART, JR., DALLAS
RICHARD H. COLLINS, DALLAS
BARNEY M, DAVIS, SR, SOMERVILLE

P.0. BOX 12276

Headquarters

Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia

Dear Sir:

|3 |pressures.

during the tests.
Thus, the lack of evidence of damage during the testing is not

necessarily indicative of what could happen during actual operating conditions.

course of weathering.
spalls from the ceiling.

CURTIS TUNNELL
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

TEXAS HISTORICAL

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711
September 29, 1983

T.R. FEHRENBACH, SAN ANTONIO

MAXINE E. FLOURNOY, ALICE

WOODROW GLASSCOCK, JR., HONDO

HARRY A. GOLEMON, HOUSTON

MRS. ALBERT G. HILL, DALLAS

DR. ROBERT D. HUNTER, ANLENE

JAMES $. NABORS, LAKE JACKSON

GAY RATLIFF, AUSTIN

LOUIS P. TERRAZAS, SAN ANTONIO

EVANGELINE LOESSIN WHORTON,
GALVESTON ISLAND

DR. DAN A. WILLIS, HOUSTON

COMMISSION

(512) 475-3092

Re: Revised Draft, Envirommental Impact
Statement, Supersonic Flight Opera-
tions in the Valentine Military

Operations Area

23664

Our office has reviewed the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Valentine project area referenced above.
the statement that '"the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer indicated a
determination of 'no effect'." Please reference our letter on page 10-8; the
"no effect" determination applied to the rock art sites observed during the

experiment conducted in June 1981, and was derived from only that data. We

also suggested a monitoring program because the observations were made over a
short period of time.

A review of the experiment data, Appendix I, reveals that the test flights
produced only two dﬁtectable sonic booms; these two had recorded overpressures
of 0.5 and 0.6 kg/m~ (pg I-12, par. 1, and pg. I-13, par. 1).
are expected to produce carpet booms with pressures as high as 25.3 kg/m

(pg. I-16, par. 3), which will be 40 to 50 times as powerful as those produced

Page 10-1 of the document contains

Training Elights

Holloman AFB, New Mexico

In addition, focussed booms could generate still higher i3

Rock art deteriorates gradually due o action of a number of nature forces. The
rhyolite formations observed during the field experiment ‘n 1981 spall in the
The floors of some of the shelters are covered with

When a spall area has become loosened from the parent
rock, sonic booms may cause the spall to separate, and thus abruptly terminate
a natural process which otherwise have required many years to complete.

Rock shelters in the Valentine test area probably number more than a hundred.
Because an intensive survey of the area has not been accomplished, the number
containing rock art are unknown, but such sites must be numerous.
of these can be predicted to be potentially eligible for the National Register

1-16
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Headquarters

Tactical Air Command/DEEV
September 29, 1983

Page -2-

of Historic Places. One site, the Lobo Valley Site, 41CU9, is in process of
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, and has passed the State
Board of Review.

We are of the opinion that sufficient information is not available at this time

to accurately determine effect. Indirect effects (36 CFR Part 800,3(a)) including
those caused by the undertaking that are 1later in time or farther removed in dis-
tance but are still reasonably foreseeable, may result from the operations of
aircraft at supersonic speeds.

Because the undertaking has the potential to adversely affect archeological sites
which are in process of listing or are potentially eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places, we request a memorandum of agreement be
completed in consultation with the Advisory Council. The m.o.a. should recognize
the potential for indirect adverse effects and stipulate a monitoring program to
be developed by the Air Force in consultation with the Advisory Council and the
Texas State Historic Preservation Officer. The memorandum can be published as
part of the final EIS, with the monitoring program to be initiated as soon as
possible following the development of the m.o.a.

Because we have no direct evidence of damage to archeological sites at this time,
we do not request curtailment of flights.

Sincerely,

LaVerne Herrington, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

1H/cr

cc: Advisory Council
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wert texas council of goveraments

TWO CIVIC CENTER PLAZA . EL PASO, TEXAS79999 .« (915) 541-4681

August 8, 1983

John O. Rittenhouse
Headquaters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

RE: GA-83-090

SAI NO: 008-08-090
Environmental Impact Statement
Supersonic Flight Operations

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

The West Texas Council of Governments (WICOG) is in receipt of
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the proposed supersonic

flight operations in the Valentine Military Operating Area (MOA).
WICOG reserves comment on this project.

Should you have any questions, or if we can be of any assistance,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

S}nce;gly,

Py

Thomas Serrano
Director of Planning

cc: Department of the Air Force
File

1-18
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COMMENTS OF THE COUNCIL FOR THE PRESERVATION
OF THE WEST TEXAS FRONTIER ON THE REVISED
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT OF
THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE REGARDING
SUPERSONIC FLIGHT OPERATIONS IN THE VALENTINE
MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA, HOLLOMAN AFB, NEW MEXICO

INTRODUCTION

The 49th Tactical Fighter Wing (TFW), stationed at Holloman
AFB, New Mexico, proposes to fly approximately 300 supersonic
sorties per month in the Valentine Military Operations Area/Air
Traffic Control Assigned Air Space Area (MOA/ATCAASA). The
purpose of this Critique, submitted on behalf of the Council
for the Preservation of the West Texas Frontier is to comment
on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (herein-
after referred to as "DEIS") submitted by the United States Air
Force.

In enacting the National Environmental Policy Act, 42
U.S.C. § 4321-4361, Congress' stated purpose was "to declare a
national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable
harmony between man and bis environment; to promote efforts
which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; [and] to.
enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural
resources important to the nation . . . ." 1Id4. § 4321. 1In
order to accomplish this end, the Congress has directed that
all agencies of the federal government must:

Include in every recommendation or report on proposals
for legislation and other major federal actions signi-
ficantly affecting the guality of the human environ-
ment, a detailed statement by the responsible official
on

(i) The environmental impact of the proposed
action,

(ii) Any adverse environmental effectes which can-
not be avoided should the proposal be implemented,

(iii) Alternatives to the proposed action,
(iv) The relationship between local short-term

uses of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity, and




14

15

(v) Any irreversible and irretrievable commit-
ments of resources which would be involved in the pro-
posed action should it be implemented.

I4. § 4332 (2)(C). The requirement of a "detailed" environ-
mental impact statement represents an environmental full dis-
closure law, such that administrative agencies of the federal
government must develop and consider all of the environmental
consequences of their decisions. Iowa Citizens for Environ-
mental Quality, Inc. v. Volpe, 487 F.2d 849, (8th Cir. 1973).

It is the position of the Council for the Preservation of
the West Texas Frontier that the Revised DEIS of the Air Force
fails to meet the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act. Before proceeding to a more detailed critigue of
the Air Force's DEIS, however, the Council and the -Commis-
sioners wish to point out that the Air Force bhas given no con-
sideration to the environmental impact of its proposed super-
sonic sorties on the Republic of Mexico. The southwestern bor-
der of the Valentine MOA is coextensive with the United
States/Mexican border. The Air Force studies, moreover, indi-
cate that "28 square miles would be impacted by each sonic
boom." Revised DEIS at 3-5. It is, therefore, apparent that
the Air Force's proposal to conduct supersonic sorties in the
Valentine MOA will impact Mexican territory. It 1is the
position of the Council that the National Environmental Policy
Act requires the Air Force to consider the consequences of its
proposed action on those areas of Mexico likely to be exposed
to sonic booms. See, Sierra Club v. Adams, 578 F.2d 389 (D.C.
Cir. 1978).

For this same reason, the Air Force must also consider the
impacts upon towns such as Van Horn, Baracho, Fort Davis,
Marfa, and Presidio, all of which are within 24 miles of the
boundaries of the MOA. Particular attention should be given to
the effects upon Van Horn, since the northern boundary of the
MOA would be subjected to a heavy volume of supersonic sor-
ties. See, Revised DEIS at 3-7.

Furthermore, the Revised DEIS fails to meet the technical
requirements mandated by the Code of Federal Regulations. For
example, the Revised DEIS fails to "list the names, together
with their qualifications (expertise, experience, professional
disciplines), of the persons who were primarily responsible for
preparing the Environmental Impact Statement or significant
background paspers, including basic components of the state-

ment." 40 C.F.R. § 1502.17. Moreover, the Revised DEIS fails
to "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
lternatives®™ to the use of the Valentine MOA for supersonic

1-20
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sorties. Id. § 1502.14(a). The Revised DEIS, like the initial
DEIS, attempts to justify a decision already made by the Air
Force, rather thar objectively assess the environmental impact
of the proposed action. Id. § 1502.2(q). In short, the
Revised DEIS "is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analy-
sis," Id. § 1502.9(a), indicating the need for yet another
Revised DEIS.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO THE REVISED DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

For the convenience of the Air Force, the following format
has been utilized in this critique. First, a verbatim quota-
tion will be taken from the Revised DEIS. This quotation will
then be followed by the comment of the Council for the Preser-
vation of the West Texas Frontier. e
1. "Annoyance factors suggested by CHABA coupled with EPA
and HUD recommended noise level guidelines indicated that
about 6 out of almost 700 people in the Valentine MOA will
be highly annoyed. The day-night noise 1levels would be
compatible with HUD criteria for a residential environ-
ment.” Page iii.

COMMENT: This purely artifical equation is totally at var-
iance with the Air Force's own studies in St. Louis,
Oklahoma City, and Edwards Air Force Base, see Revised DEIS
I7 at D-8 and D-9, where 27%, 35%, and 50% respectively, were
"highly annoyed."™ 1In any event, calculating annoyance fac-
tors on the basis of an equation, rather than conducting a
detailed survey during the test period of supersonic sor-
ties over the Valentine MOA, is of questionable relevance.

2. "The FWS bhas concluded the proposed action will not
jeopardize the continued existence of the Pereqrine Falcon."

COMMENT: Curiously, the data supporting this conclusion is
not included in § 3.2.3.2 of the Revised DEIS concerning
the effect of sonic booms upon animals. Furthermore, no
comment is made on the quotation from the initial DEIS to
the effect that the falcon pulls its eggs or chics off a
cliff and an involuntary clutching startle reaction."” Nor
8 is a further quotation from the initial DEIS, to the effect
that there is no conclusive evidence which indicates an
adverse impact upon the reproductive/fledgling success of
the Peregrine Falcon, commented upon in the Revised DEIS.
Finally, there is no conclusive evidence that sonic booms

1-21
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do not have an adverse impact on the Peregrine Falcon, al-

I8 {though circumstantial evidence from the June 1978 testing

19

20

does point that way.

3. "Domestic animals . . . show very little behavioral
effect from exposure to sonic booms. Available literature
and special studies reviewed support the fact that animals
and wild life can and do flourish in the presence of mili-
tary aircraft operations, botb subsonic and supersonic.
Fletcher concludes if aircraft noise were an adverse im-
pact, areas around large airports would be devoid of wild
life. This is also true for military operating areas and
it should be noted that noise levels and MOA's are normally
less than that at busy commercial airports and military
airfield [sic] with jet activity.” Revised DEIS at IV.

COMMENT: The short answer to this, in part, is that sonic
booms do not occur at commercial airports. Furthermore,
the sources cited by the Air Force are, for the most’ part,
outdated.

4. "Probable damage to structures should be limited and
would primarily involve claims for window breakage."
Page iv.

COMMENT: window damage can and does occur to existing
cracked windows which, due to a lack of previous external
influences have not required replacement, but which, be-
cause of sonic booms, are destroyed and require replace-
ment. While such damage may be relatively inexpensive, and
thus not worth submitting a formal claim, this sort of dam-
age nevertheless requires financial expenditures. Larger
windows and patio doors, moreover, present a greater prob-
lem because the nearest supply and repair facilities are
approximately 200 miles away.

5. "NASA's review, of structural responses indicated over-
pressures less than about 11 1lbs. per square foot should
not cause damage. A 1977 evaluation on an adobe house in
southern Arizona indicated the structure reacted similarly
to conventional style structures." Page iv.

COMMENT: Since neither the age nor condition of the adobe
house in southern Arizona is disclosed, the results of this
"test"™ are dubious. Comparing this one structure to hun-
dreds of other structures of varying age and condition is,
in effect, no comparison at all.

1-22
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6. "pPossible impact to archaelogical sites in the
Valentine MOA was evaluated in July, 1981, and the study
concludes that sonic booms are unlikely to cause any sig-
nificant damage. Page iv

COMMENT: "Ten supersonic flights over two selected sites
(six passes at 20,000 feet M.S.L. and four at 15,000 feet

|{M.S.L.) produced two sonic booms. . . . Results of this

test demonstrated that there will be no impact to archae-
logical sites and the Valentine MOA."™ The effect of two
sonic booms is bardly definitive evidence of the effect of
sonic booms on archaelogical sites. The Council finds it
difficult to understand how two booms in a one day period
can possibly serve as an accurate prediction of what 200
booms will do.

7. "The potential for sonic boofi impact on the 1local
economy bhas been evaluated and determined not to be sig-
nificant." Page v.

COMMENT: The Air Force's Economic 1Impact Study is
addressed in a separate critique filed herewith.

8. "As a result of the information gained during the area
visitation in March, 1978, the 49th TFW personnel relocated
the originally proposed eastern area boundary because of a
potential impact upon the McDonald observatory located 10
miles northwest of the town of Ft. Davis, the Ft. Davis
historical site in Ft. Davis, and Harvard Radio Telescope
located 4 miles northwest of Ft, Davis." Page 1-6,

COMMENT: At the most recent public meeting bheld by the Air
Force on October 11, 1983, representatives of the Air Force
stated that they required an area at least 40 miles in
width. Currently, there are proposals to install a new 300
inch telescope on Mt, Livermore brinqing the McDonald
facilities 12 miles closer to the eastern boundary of the
MOA. Presumably, the Air Force would again relocate the
eastern boundary in the event these proposals are carried
out. In the event this is done, the desirability of con-
ducting supersonic sorties in the Valentine MOA is ques-
tionable from a military standpoint. In short, the MOA
would simply be to narrow to be of any use.

9. *No window damage was reported during the test.”
Page 1-8.

1-23
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COMMENT: It was reported that a window was broken in the
Valentine High School 1library, endangering the children.
Several residents, moreover, reported window and other
property damages. No claims were made due either to minor
dollar costs or discovery of damage long after it was done.

10. "An active public information program was initiated by
the Air Force to explain impacts associated with area
training. Area visitations, speaking engagements, town
meetings and press releases have been directed at keeping
the residents informed as to the status of the proposal,
and explaining the need for this type of training to sup-
port national defense requirements."™ Page 1-8.

COMMENT: The residents and the Committee for the Preserva-
tion of the West Texas Frontier were informed of nothing
after the April meeting until one was announced for August
3, 1978, Thereafter, no further "engagements, meetings, or
press releases" appeared until November 15 when the Alpine
Avalanche and KVLF radio reported that subsonic training
would begin the following Monday, November 20, 1978. In
previous meetings, engagements, and press releases, as well
as in the initial DEIS, the Air Force never indicated that

it was planning subsonic training.

11. "Given the 1location of the supersonic operations,
there is a low probability that, on the average, an indi-
vidual would hear more than two to three sonic boom events
per day." Pages 1-8 to 1-9.

COMMENT: An additional annoyance factor -~ which is no-
where addressed in the Revised DEIS -- is the effect of
afterburner detonation or shock, which has been likened to
a minor sonic boom. The numbers of these events should
also be predicted and analyzed by the Air Force in order to
determine the ultimate distress impact upon the population.

12. "If supersonic operations are not conducted in the
Reserve area, it would continue to be used for subsonie
operations. Use of the Valentine area may then increase
from 300 to 600 supersonic training sorties per month to
augment the 600 supersonic sorties projected for the WSMR
area." Page 1-9.

COMMENT: Nowhere in the Revised DEIS is the impact of
increased operations discussed. Instead, the entire
Revised DEIS proceeds on the assumption, which may not be
warranted, that the total number of sorties will be egually
divided between Reserve and Valentine.
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13. "Civilian airfields nearby the Valentive MOA are loca-
ted at Marfa, Presidio and Van Horn (Culberson County).
These airfields are used by general aviation with no
scheduled airlines operating in the vicinity." Page 1-12.

COMMENT: 1In .addition, there are many private air strips on
ranches throughout the area. Furthermore, soaring contests
are held at the Marfa airport. :

14. "The area is very sparsley populated, with an estim-
ated total of less than 700 people residing within the
boundaries. The only town in the area is Valentine, popu-
lation 213. The towns of Marfa, population 2,647; Fort
Davis, population 850; and Van Horn, population 2,240 are
located outside the area boundaries." Page 1-17.

COMMENT: Unbeknownst to the Air Fdrce, apparently, there
are three towns within the southern flying ellipse which
are not acknowledged: Candelaria and Ruidosa, near the Rio
Grande, and the silver mining town of Shafter. The lack of
Air Porce interest in the impacted population was indicated
by the comments of Air Force personnel at the October 11,
1983, meeting, in which Air Force representatives stated
that Candelaria and Ruidosa were in Mexico, rather than
Texas.

Furthermore, flights outside the MOA, through pilot
error or over enthusiasm in pursuing a bypothetical foe,
may well impact Marfa, population 2,466, just five miles
from the MOA border; Van Horn, population 2,772, Jjust 10
miles from the border; Kent, also 10 miles from the border;
Presidio, population 950, and Ojinaga, Mexico, population
13,000, just 15 miles from the southern border of the MOA.
In addition, there is no mention of the many Mexican ejidos
and settlements, ranches, and farms along the Rio Grande in
Mexico itself. Finally, it should be noted that the above
population figures are based upon the 1980 census, correc-
ting the Air Force figures in the Revised DEIS, which show
Valentine with a population of 340 instead of 213 as indi-
cated in the Revised DEIS. 1In sum, the total area to-be-
impacted and possibly-to-be-impacted includes a population
of approximately 22,000 people.

16. "Limited agriculture interests are present within the
area due to the relatively arid conditions. Estimated
existing land use is about 2% for agricultural endeavors,
with an annual income of 2 to 3 million dollars. There are
several large irrigated farms along Highway 90 where the
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primary crops consist of cotton and grain. Correspondence
dated February 1, 1979, from the Council for the Preserva-
tion of the West Texas Frontier (CPWTF) identifies a corn
cultivation operation which is planned in the vicinity of
Valentine."

COMMENT : In addition to the farming mentioned in tbhe
Revised DEIS, vineyard activity is increasing with future
expansion and a winery envisioned.

17. "One of the area's important recreational activities
is big game hunting."

COMMENT: Hunting, from the point of view of the residents
of the affected area, is not a recreational activity; it is
an economic resource. It cannot, bhowever, continue to be
so when either the bunter or his prey are startled by un-
expected sonic booms, afterburner detonation, or other jet
noise. Hunting, therefore, is expected to decrease mark-
edly should this activity be implemented.

18. Reference the population data supplied by the Air
Force at Pages 1-21 through 1-23.

COMMENT: As reported to the Air Force in the original
critique of the initial DEIS, see Page G-129, these facts
are in error. The errors have not been corrected and are,
indeed, repeated. The Gulf Coast figure should be 3,000
lots, not 300. This same error is shown on Page 1-21. 1In
addition, Green Valley is 2,560 lots, not 256.

Furthermore, there are at present more than 50 full-

time households in the Davis Mountain Resort. The Air
Force took no notice of the statement made at the
meeting, see Page G-26, that "at Crow's Nest there is
a camping ground that is made up of at least 30 camp-
gsites.” The Air Force indicated that this information
would be included in the Revised DEIS, but it is not.

In Apache Pines, almost all lots are now sold. More-
over, there are now two new developments: Warbonnet I and
Warbonnet II totaling approximately 350 acres and 50 lots.
Very few lots remain unsold, and there are now five full-
time households and several persons preparing to build.
wWarbonnet I is across from Apache Pines and Crow's Nest;
warbonnet II is across from Bloys Campmeeting.
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The lots offered by Gulf Coast, Green Valley and
Hi-Chapparal, fully sold and fully developed, would com-
prise a potential population of almost 15,000 people,
assuming that all were childless couples. This projection
was supplied to the Air Force in the critique of the ini-
tial DEIS, see Page G-129, but it is not acknowledged in
the Revised DEIS.

The central guestion, then, is whether the sonic booms
resulting from the supersonic sorties will prevent this
potential development, thereby causing great economic 1loss
to the developers and the communities.

19. The Revised DEIS, with respect to Bloys Campmeeting,
states that "the structures are wood frame with nailed on
steel sheet: all with windows and septic tanks under-
floor." Page 1-23. ud

COMMENT: Bloys Campmeeting, in addition to an assembly
hall, comprises more than 350 structures. Furthermore,
many travel trailers remain there permanently.

20. "To date, no complaints regarding the supersonic
training proposal have been received from anyone identi-
fying themselves as 1living or owning land in the Green
Valley, Hi-Chapparal or Gulf Coast developments. No other
real estate interests bave been identified beneath the
remaining portions of the area." Page 1-23.

COMMENT: Since Green Valley is a sales organization, it is
in its best interest to understate the effect of sonic
booms. This, coupled with the remoteness of the area and
the obvious preference of its present residents to keep it
that way, account for the silence on the part of botbh sel-
lers and residents. Finally, and as noted above, since the
publication of the initial DEIS, two new developments bhave
been created: Warbonnet I and Warbonnet II.

21. "There are no known 1local governmental policies on
land use relative to the proposed action." Page 2-1.

COMMENT: Texas counties have no ordinance powers; there-
fore, there can be no land use policies. There is, how-
ever, county opposition as reflected in a resolution of the
County Commissioners.
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22. "The representatives of the Davis Mountain Resort area
have expressed much concern regarding the possibility that
property values, tourism, and the quality of life in that
area will decline if supersonic training is approved."
Page 2-1.

COMMENT: Statements regarding a lack of economic impact,
see Page v,, are certainly at variance with this assertion.

23. "Thirdly, no supersonic flights will be authorized
within a five nautical mile radius of the town of
Valentine." Page 2-1.

COMMENT: By the Air Force's own admission a sonic boom can
have a dimension of 28 square miles. It appears the Air
Forve is literally playing dice with Valentine. During the
test period alone, for example, two reported sonic booms
occurred in Valentine itself. The question, then, is bhow
many will occur in Valentine if and when the supersonic
sorties begin.

24. "The 1long term day-night average noise 1level (DNL)
from subsonic flight operations in the Valentine MOA would
not differ significantly from that currently experienced
oposed ([sic] supersonic flight is approved. (DNL is an
equivalent sound level averaged over a twenty~four bour
period with a 10 decibel penality added to any sound that
occurs at night.)" Page 3-2.

COMMENT: The CDNL egquation uses a 24 hour, 365 day base
(8,760 hours), where a 12 hour, five day week (3,120 hours)
is more appropriate for a limited activity. See Page 1-5.
This was confirmed by the author of the equation, who, in
correspondence with the Council for the Preservation of the
West Texas Frontier, agrees the figure should be increased
by three decibels to account for the 12 bhour activity. 1In
short, this calculation is irrelevant since sorties will be
conducted during daylight only.

25. "while these impact noises may irritate, startle and
awake people, a high degree of bebhavioral bhabituation is
normally seen in bumans when the exposure is repeated.”
Page 3-14.

COMMENT: This statement misrepresents the facts concerning
sonic booms in a manner that will cause untrained individu-
als to draw the wrong conclusions. For example, the state-
ment could cause some individuals to conclude that most
individuals will “"bhabituate" to all the booms in time.
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Furthermore, it is apparent that the Air Force bas failed
to consult key papers on the effects of sonic booms on
people. Two writers bave concluded that "adaptation to
booms with intensities of 1.6 and 2.1 PSF were not found
during these [NASA] tests." Lukas & Kryter, 1968
NASA-CR-1193.. Two others report that there is no adapta-
tion evident after exposing humans for 12 nights to one PSF
sonic booms. Collins & Iampietro, 1973 EPA Symposium on
Noise as a Public Health Hazard. Finally, Thackary, et
al., in 1973 FAA-AM-73-11, concludes that there is "some
evidence of babituation to low and moderate 1level sonic
booms, but no real evidence of bhabituation to extremely
high boom levels." Furthermore, the authors state that "it
is doubtful that complete habituation would ever occur in
all individuals even to the lowest levels employed in the

present study."”

e

This part of the report is written in a way that tends
to deceive the general public in order to support the Air
Force's case.

26. "The startle response has been investigated by R.
Rylander where a group of volunteers were exposed to 5 to
12 booms with overpressures ranging from 1.2 to 12.8 PSF.
The presence of startle reactions was assessed by using a
hand-steadiness test, recordings of heartbeat frequency and
a tracking test. The results show startle reactions could
be characterized by an increase in gross muscular movements
immediately after the boom and a slight increase in the
heartbeat frequency and muscle contractions in the arm and
back. Changes were momentary and disappeared within a few
seconds after exposure. It should be noted the average
increase in heartbeat frequency was about two beats per
minute. When the subjects were exposed to noise from a
pistol sbhot the heart rate increased an average of nine
beats per minute. The test also shows tendency to bhabit-
uation after about 10 sonic boom exposures."™ Page 3-14.

COMMENT: The reference to the work of Rylander indicates a
failure to consult the primary source. The reference cited
in the Revised DEIS is not Rylander's original study.
Rylander has published three key works on the effects of
sonic booms on humans.

Furthermore, the statement about the modest increase
in heart rate due to sonic booms as compared to pistol
shots might mislead some individuals to conclude that this
would be a harmless event. Even a modest physiological
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response such as the one reported in this study, bhowever,
could have adverse health consequences if it occurs over a
period of years. The Air Force has no studies to show that
it is barmless and many studies now show that exposure to
bigh noise levels for long periods of time will cause ad-
verse health effects. A failure to qualify this statement
tends to encourage the untrained person to think that such
a modest increase might be harmless. The last sentence in
the paragraph, mentioning a tendency to bhabituation after
about 10 sonic boom exposures, clearly indicates how care-
less the drafters were in preparing this section. It does
not substantiate the last sentence in the preceeding para-
graph to the affect that a "high degree of bebavioral
habituation is normally seen.”

27. "There have been several studies conducted on the
effects of loud noises and sonic booms to people; however,
CHABA provides their concensus on the published data.
CHABA was asked by the National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health (the research arm of OSHA) and EPA to
consider research that might be performed to examine the
effects on human health from long-term noise exposure for
industrial workers and the general population respec-
tively. The primary gquestion was whether those noise stan-
dards established to safeguard hearing are sufficient also
to protect against health disorders other than hearing de-
fects. CHABA's conclusion was: '‘evidence from available
research reports is suggestive, but it does not provide
difinitive answers to the gquestion of health effects, other
than to the auditory system, of 1long-term exposure to
noise. It seems prudent, therefore, in the absence of ade-
quate knowledge as to whether or not noise can produce ef-
fects upon health or other than damage to the auditory sys-
tem either directly or mediated through stress, that inso-
far as feasible, an attempt should be made to obtain more

critical evidence.' CHABA reported that many ot the avail-
able foreign studies could be critized on methodological
basis (studies were not adequately controlled for other
known risk factors). Studies in the United States primar-
ily concentrated on cardiovascular response to noise, and
the results have been contradictory. CHABA recommended
guidelines for future research on the subject."™ Page 3-14,

COMMENT: First, the Council for the Preservation of the
West Texas Frontier agrees completely with CHABA on at
least one issue: an attempt should be made to obtain more
critical evidence. The question, then, is whether, in view
of the "suggestive research reports" and the neel for more
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research, the Air Force is justified in proceeding with its
plans. Wwe do no believe so. When issues of human health
and well-being are concerned, extreme caution should be
used. We further submit that this proposal is in violation
of the spirit of Air Force Regulation 55-34, Item 3: "com-
manders must . take every precaution to protect communities
and the civilian population from major invasions of the
public domain through annoyances and risks associated with
flight operations.”

Furthermore, the findings of CHABA are now two years
old in a field undergoing an information explosion. For
example, the link between noise levels and hypertension is
receiving considerable attention. Raloff, 1982 "Science
News" 121:377-381, reports that "more than 40 studies, many
of them involving industrial workers, have shown a 1link
between high levels of noise and cd&rdiovascular changes.”
A recent and especially well-done study appears to estab-
lish the link loud noise exposure and bypertension:

We bhave demonstrated for what we believe to be the
first time in a carefully controlled experiment that
moderate levels of realistic noise, presented at ap-
propriate times throughout the day, can produce sus-
tained elevations in blood pressure without producing
significant changes in auditory sensitivity. wWhile
extrapolation from one species [rbhesus monkeys] to
another [human beings] must always be undertaken with
caution, we have provided evidence, based on a primate
model, that these two categories of events may occur
independently in bumans exposed to moderately intense
noise over 1long periods of time. Further, we bave
demonstrated that noise effects do not necessarily
dissipate when the noise ends.

Peterson, et al., 1980, "Noise Raises Blood Pressure
Without Impairing Auditory Sensitivity," Science
211:1450-52. In our opinion, this is precisely the type of
controlled experiment, using a primate model that CHABA has
recommended. This study was apparently overlooked by the
Air Force.

28. "There are some scientists who believe the 1link be-
tween noise and ill-health is well defined. Worthington's
article, 'The Potential Health Effects of Sonic Booms on
Human Population,' stresses that data be has reviewed is
'indicative of possible effect' that sonic booms can cause
a hearing loss and other ill-health conditions.
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"As EPA points out, a number of factors must be con-
sidered in predicting the effect of impulse noise on peo-
ple. While the peak sound pressure level, duration and
rise time are useful in characterizing an impulse noise,
the number of and time interval between impulses and audio-
metric frequency must be considered along with an indivi-
duals [sic] susceptability to inner ear damage, orientation
of the ear with the respect to the noise, action of acous-
tic reflex and additive conditions of other continuous noi-
ses in order to assess effects on people.

"Previously discussed data indicate the average person
should hear no more than two to three booms a day and the
energy of these booms are primarly through the five through
one-hundred hertz range (considerably below that of gunfire
and most industrial noise), thus, the Air Force does not
consider that sonic booms or focus booms will cause any
permanent hearing loss. This is supported by the fact that
test conducted in 1968 at Tonspah, Nevada, showed that
sonic booms with overpressures ranging from 50 PSF to 144
PSF did not cause direct injury to the exposed people.
Subjects exposed to simulated air bag noises at peak levels
as high as 80 PSF showed that small temporary changes in
hearing were mainly caused by the high frequency noise and
not the low frequencies as found in sonic booms. The Air
Force does not consider the level of overpressures or fre-
quency of sonic booms projected for the Valentine MOA to be
significant in respect to possible hearing loss." Page
3-15. ,

COMMENT : The problem with these assertions is that new
evidence contradicts the Air Force's contention that no
hearing loss damage will occur.

Four species of vertebrates, guinea pigs, mice, chin-
chillas and rhesus monkeys were exposed to simulated
sonic booms of varying overpressure, rise time and
frequency. The main finding was the pressure of a
blood clot in the scala tympani of the basal or lower
middle turn of the cochlea and defect of hearing in
the upper range of the perceived frequencies.

Reinis, et al., 1940, "The Effects of Sonic Booms on
Hearing and Inner x>~ Structure,” Scand Audiol., Suppl.
(Sweden) No. 12, Page:. 163-169.

29. "CHABA has evaluated the hazard of pre-natal noise
exposure and report: 'There is no conclusive evidence of
detrimental effects of high-intensity external sound in
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higher mammals. Tones of 100-120 dB. at the mother's ab-
dominal surface are attenuated by the mother's body and the
tissue and fluids surrounding the fetus by approximately:
20-20 dB. for single frequencies from 50 to 200 Hz.; 25-30
dB. at 500 Hz.; 40 dB. at 1,000 Hz.; 50 dB. at 2,000 Hz.;
and 70 dB. or more at 4,000 Hz. and higher frequencies.
Internal background noise levels of 70-85 dB. SPL have been
measured in the vicinity of the fetal bhead; the background
noise is probably generated by the mother's circulartory
system." Page 3-15.

COMMENT: The selection of guotations and data in this
statement completely misrepresents to the public the find-
ings and concerns expressed in this report. In the first
place the stated goals of the project were as follows: (1)
to determine the potential bhazards of noise exposure to
embryos or fetuses of pregnant womeh; (2) on the basis of
then current knowledge, to determine whether limits could
reasonably be specified for conditions of noise exposure;
and (3) to determine and what research efforts, if any
should be encouraged in order to better understand the
first two gqguestions. This is what CHABA discovered: "The
following brief report reviews the research considered
relevant by the working group, points out the problems and
limitations encountered in this research and its evalua-
tion, and concludes that on the basis of available data
definite answers cannot be given to guestions one and two.
Recommendations are made for further research."™ Further-
more, CHABA concluded that the fetus does respond to high
intensity sound:

[Tlhe overall evidence, in view of the controls
used in the studies reporting changes in the
fetal heart rate, favors the view that changes do
occur in response to high-intensity vibratory
sounds or sound stimuli applied to abdomen of the
mother. The changes are neither large or con-
sistent. There is no evidence that the changes
are injurious in themselves or that they repre-
sent injury elsewhere in the fetus.

The response by the fetus to high intensity noise matches
some of the responses observed in adults, for example
startle response. The CHABA conclusions do not mean that
CHABA consideres this type of physiological response harm-
less, only that we do not as yet have evidence of the ad-
verse health effects. For this reason, CHABA concluded
that until better information is available, it would appear
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prudent for pregnant women to avoid exposures to long dura-
tion (several bours per day) of sounds of 90 d4dB. SPL and
above, the maximun 1level currently suggested by the U. S.
Department of Labor for unprotected ears.

The ommission of the this statement becomes clear when
one considers the following. Examine Tables 2 and 3, at
Page 3-6 of the Revised DEIS, for the distribution of dif-
ferent sonic boom overpressures expected in the Valentine
MOA. The mean overpressure expected is 2.81 PSF. How loud
is that boom in decibels? If our calculations are correct,
that sonic boom would register 136 decibels, or forty thou-
sand times louder than the recommended level of 90 decibels
set by the CHABA group. One necessarily wonders what would
CHABA have said about that exposure level on a daily basis
during pregnancy. .

30. "In respect to other potential ill-health effects,
Kryter, in summary of his review and tutorial paper of
physiological effects of noise states, 'It is more 1likely
that noise related general ill-health effects are due to
the psychological annoyance from the noise interfering with
normal everyday behavior, than it is from the noise elici-
ting, because of its intensity, reflexive response in the
autonomic or other physiological systems of the body. The
psychological stresses may cause a physiological stress
reaction that could result in impaired bhealth.'®™ Page 3-15.

COMMENT: This guotation was taken from a highly conjectual
paper that is not supported by the current 1literature and
is not widely accepted. The Peterson study supra, is the
type of current study that refutes Kryter. Additionally,
one further study puts to rest Kryter's conjecture.
Raloff, 1982, Science News 121; 377-381, references a study
by Muzet and Ebrabhrt on physiological responses of the
human the human body to noise experienced during sleep.
Raloff concluded:

What is probably most important is that though we
can intellectually tune out noise, physiologi-
cally, our bodies never adapt. That is why these
changes continue to occur even during sleep as
Alain Muzet and Jean Ehrabhrt demonstrated graph-
ically in research at the Centre d'Etudes Bio-
climatiques due CNRS 1in Strasbourg, France.
Three men and three women (aged 19 to 24 years)
were allowed to adapt to sleeping in their labor-
atory. After three gquiet nights Muzet and
Ehrabrt bombarded their sleepers for the next
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fifteen nights with a barrage of traffic sounds.
Played over loud sveakers at rate of thirty per
hour, the noise ramdomly exhibited peak intensi-
ties of 45, 55 or 65 dB;. Heart rate, finger
pulse amplitude and pulse wave velocity were
measured throughout the night, and each sleeper
filled out a questionaire upon wakeing. After
the first two to seven nights, the subjects no
longer reported having been disturbed by the
noise during their sleep. However, their bodies
failed to habituate. As a sample log of their
heart rate shows, loud noise temporarily spiked
heart rate as much as four-fold and effects mea-
sured the fifteenth night were identical to those
logged on the first night. "Such a result raises
the question of what are the long-term effects on
the cardio wvascular system of dow-intensity (and
perhaps even unnoticed) noises that occur during
sleep,” the researchers conclude.

The importance of the Muzet and Ehrahrt study is that,
first, it refutes the contentions of Kryter that it might
not be the sound causing the adverse health effects.
Sleeping people have their psychology (i.e. fears, values,
opinions, etc.) tuned out during most of the sleep period.
Secondly, the study demonstrates the fallure of the body to
physiologically habituate to these 1low intensity sounds.
Thus, it now appears that even low intensity sonic booms,
to which some people might habituate, will still add to the
stress load of the individual. Habituation may not free
the individual from the stress caused by the sound.

Kryter, however, did make one point, that being that psy-
chological factors can contribute to ill-health. This is
generally known anyway. If a person becomes annoyed by
something and responds physiologically, then that could add
to the effects being caused by the noise. The situation
could be much worse than Professor Worthington originally
anticipated in critiquing the initial deis. Furthermore,
the Air Force has used a scale to predict annoyance that is
now considered by some experts to under estimate the prob-
lem. Worthington, himself, has critized the Revised DEIS
for utilizing his paper as the "worst-case." For the bene-
fit of the Air Force, Worthington's letter to the Air Force
is produced in full on the following page.
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740 Tepic
E1 Paso, Texas

\ 79912
October 17, 1983

HQ TAC/DEEV N
Attn: Mr., Alton Chavis '
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Sir:

This letter contains my formal objections to selected material contained
within the Revised Draft EIS's for the Valentine MOA and the Reserve MOA, This
letter is to become a part of the permanent record for both documents and is to
be included in any final or vevised EIS's for those areas.

' In both EIS's it is alleged that the Worthington health effects paper rep-
resents “worst-case.* This is not true for the following reasons:

1. With the 1imited time and 1ibrary resources available to me I was only
able to review about half of the literature published up to 1978 l
37 linking loud noise exposure to adverse health effects. 37
"~ 2. The Worthington report is now over five years old. With the recent
information explosion in the area of noise pollution and health at
Jeast 100 more studies have been published that the Air Force has '
not bothered to examine,

In order for the Air Force to meet its responsibilities under NEPA to
properly represent "worst-case" the following must be done:

1. Review the studies that were not available to Worthington. (Perhaps
50 studies.) 38
L] 38 2. Review the relevant recent studies (1978-1983). I would estimate that
about 100 more studies are now in the 11iterature.
3. List all studies reviewed in a comprehensive bibliography so that the
completeness of the analysis can be evaluated.
4. Provide a revised summary of findings.

The fatlure of the Air Force to go beyond the efforts of Worthington is
inexcusable. To represent the Worthington study as worst-case is msrepresentation
for the reasons stated above., This is one more example of how these draft EIS's
fail to meet the objectives of NEPA,

Sincerely yours,

SRk L, Wcﬁ(&%c;

Richard D. Worthington, Ph.D,
Associate Professor of Biologic
Sciences ‘
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31. "If the social surveys adequately predict the level of
annoyance in accepting Kryter's position, then it could be
concluded that if other physiological effects occur they
should be generally limited to that segment of the popula-
tion predicted to be annoyed. 1In this respect, 6 of the
122+ people living in the operational areas are projected
to be highly annoyed." Page 3-18.

COMMENT: The problem here is that Air Force under esti-
mates annoyance. The importance of properly estimating the
number of people that are likely to annoyed by the proposed
infliction of sonic booms cannot be stressed strongly
enough. A relationship between annoyance and health exists.

The question, then, is why does the Air Force not tell
us how many people are likely to be annoyed. What the Air
Force has predicted is the number ¢f people living in the
operations area that are likely to be highlx annoyed. One
necessarily wonders how many people will be moderately
annoyed, slightly annoyed, or annoyed to any degree. Why
did the Air Force fail to provide us with this informa-
tion? Could it be, as we surmise, that the number that are
likely to highly annoyed is the smallest number, thereby
creating a false illusion of this impact having little ef-
fect.

The point is, when health is related to annoyance one
must look at all degrees of annoyance. In the Oklahoma
City sonic boom study, for example, more than 50% of the
people were annoyed by the sonic booms to some degree. 1Is
that what the Air Force does not want to show?

Furthermore, the C-weighted method of predicting an-
noyance is not the most appropriate method. Where human
health and well-being are concerned, any method that more
accurately estimates annoyance must be concidered. The
problem with the C-weighted method is that it was devised
for noises like traffic noise, not lower frequency impulse
type noises. The instrument actually fails to register all
the energy in lower frequency ranges, thereby leading to
consistant underestimates of annoyance. A recent paper
addresses this problem and proposes a new method to predict
annoyance:

Considering all these uncommon characteristics of
exposure, it is reasonable to inquire whether a
dosage-effect relationship such as that synthe-
sized by Schultz for transportation noise is

1-37

39




appropriate for assessing community response to
blasting. By the same token, it is also reason-
able to inquire whether a general dosage-effect
relationship for impulsive noise is appropriate
for characterizing community response to blas-
ting. ~ Blast noise contains even more
low-frequency energy than sonic. booms or
artillery fire, and is commonly accompanied by
much more intense vibration than other impulsive
noises.

* % %

Given this evidence to suggest that ground vibra-
tion levels must exceed some centile-related
threshhold level to engender annoyance, it is
reasonable to inquire further how annoyance with
individual events is proportional to the number
of blasts that exceed the apparent threshhold.
The common assumption (embodied in the 10 log N
term) is that annoyance grows in strict propor-
tion to the energy of repeated events. Figure 5
shows that the prevalence of annoyance can be
predicted with greater precision if it is assumed
that annoyance grows considerably faster than the
energy of repeated blasts. The adjustments to
the 83rd centile levels if figure 5 is not 10 log
N, but 10 log N3. The resulting increase in
statistical association between the revised mea-
sure of ground vibration level and prevalence of
annoyance is notable: the regression accounts
for almost 80% of the variance in the annoyance
data.

Fidel et. al., 1983, Community Response to Blasting,
J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 74 (3): 888-893. With repeated expo-
sures annoyance figures climb much more rapidly for blast
type noises (and probably also for sonic booms) than would
be predicted by traditional methods. The Fidell study
quite convincingly demonstrates this. The Air Force should
utilize this method. Where human health and well-being are
concerned, accuracy is extremely important.

In sum, § 3.2.1 of the Revised DEIS suffers from the
following general defects:

(1) The failure to consult key papers describing the
effects of sonic booms on people;
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(2) The misrepresentation of important findings;

(3) A writing style which uses generalizations and
carefully selected quotations that, while technically cor-
rect, encourage the untrained reader to draw false conclu-
sions;

(4) The use of conjectural opinions not widely accep-

ted in the field;

|
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(5) A failure to consult primary source material that
is easily obtainable; and

(6) The failure to present all of the data on dif-
ferent levels or degrees of annoyance.

A dispassionate review of the scientific literature and the
documents produced by the Air Force leads to the conclusion
that the present documentation is inadequate as a founda-
tion for an environmental impact statement, due mainly to
the selective nature of the evidence and facts presented,
and at times to the apparently deliberate distortion of
scientific data.

32, "pPresidio, approximately 50 miles south of the MOA, is
an official customs point of entry and will produce some GA
(General Aviation) traffic mostly in the northeast-
southeast direction.” Page 3-25.

COMMENT: Presidio is 15 miles, not 50 miles from the MOA
border.

33. "The Crow's Nest and Apache Pines projects are nearby
on route 118 in the south Davis Mountain area but have ex-
perienced relatively little activity."

COMMENT : Crow's Nest, Apache Pines, and the new War
Bonnets I and II developments are not, as stated, experi-
encing relatively little activity. 1Instead, these develop-
ments have sold almost all of their available lots. More-
over, they are located off of Highway 166, not Highway 118.

34. "Analysis of sonic boom activity on real estate devel-
opment and land values in the four control MOA's indicates
that values have been increasing. There is no evidence
that sonic booms are having a deleterious effect on land
values. No significant impact is expected in the Valentine
MOA if the proposed action is implemented." Page 3-29,
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COMMENT: Since there are no sonic booms at present, pros-
pective buyers do not know of the problem, nor are sellers
about to inform them of the coming undesirability of the
land.

35. "The 1location [of Holloman AFB] is well suited for
overseas deployments from the continental United States.
Additionally, F-15's pos1tioned at Holloman enhance air
defense capabllltles in the south central portlon of the
United States.” Page 4-10.

COMMENT: Nonetheless, it would appear that a Florida loca-
tion would, logically, be better suited to overseas deploy-
ment to Europe, Central America, the Mideast, and Africa.

36. This comment relates to the statistics set forth in
table 9 on page 4-11.

COMMENT : This cost comparison between Valentine and
Tyndall is misleading. At a cost per sortie of $5,146.88,
3,600.00 sorties to Tyndall would cost $18,528,768.00, an
increase of only $5,802,768.00 more than Valentine for the
same number, not the $16,920,024.00 inferentially indicated
by the table.

37. "Area residents bhave sugaested that the 49th TFW be
relocated to a Texas Gulf Coast military base to conduct
supersonic flights over water."” Pages 4-12.

COMMENT : Area residents bhave suggested that the Corpus
Christi Naval Air Station facility be considered since the
Navy is no longer using it. Furthermore, the Army, which
is using only part of it, is saddled with bhousekeeping and
maintenance cost for the full facility. This option, how-
ever, was apparently never considered by the Air Force.
wWhy?

38. "The adverse impact on the morale of Air Force person-
nel required to support this alternative is another factor
which must be considered." Page 4-13.

COMMENT: The "adverse affect on the morale of Air PForce
personnel® who, by the very nature of their employment,
have agreed to and expect to be deployed to places not nec-
essarily of their choice, cannot be compared to the adverse
affect of an aerial battlefield upon the morale of people
who cannot move away and who are to experience its effects.
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39. "Mexican constitutional restrictions do not allow for-
eign military aircraft over Mexico." Page 4-14,

COMMENT: A logical question in light of these restrictions
is whether the Mexican government approves of the proposal
to fly supersonic sorties in the Valentine MOA. It must be
remembered that the border of the MOA is coextensive with
the United States border with Mexico. Given the range of
sonic booms, it is clear that Mexican territory will be
impacted.

40. "Reference Figure 15, the potential for establishing a
new MOA for T-38 and/or F-15 operations is very limited due
to the present number of MOA's, restricted areas, and
high/low altitude airways. All air space within operating
range of the T-38 (80 nautical miles) is completely satura-
ted with existing areas and airwaysy¥ Therefore, the feas-
ibility of developing another area for T-38 operations to
allow F-15 use of the talon area appears unlikely. When
the 150 mile operating range of the F-15 is considered,
possibilities for establishing a new area are limited due

‘to the concentrated network of high and low altitude air-

ways." Page 4-14.

COMMENT: It would appear that maintaining the 49th TFW at
Holloman is the basic error. Perhaps the TFW should be
placed in a new position where its growth will not be hin-
dered or inhibited by human or environmental concerns. It
is apparently so circumscribed at present by so much other
Air Force activity in its vicinity that it appears to rate
a very low priority with the Air Force itself. Further-
more, the fact that only the northern 1/3 of the MOA is
within the 150 mile operating range of the F-15 would
appear to mitigate against the choice of Valentine. See
Page 1-9, Figure 6.

4l. "No area expansion is possible to the north due to the
town of Van Horn and the numerous communities located along
Interstate 10. Expansion to the east is limited by the
McDonald observatory, Harvard Radio Telescope, Davis
Mountain Resort area, and the city of Marfa.™ Page 4-19.

COMMENT: The potential use of Mt. Livermore by McDonald
observatory, as noted earlier, precludes any expansion of
the Valentine MOA, and, indeed, may instead constrict it
into uselessness, indicating that the Valentine MOA is an
illogical choice to begin with.
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42, "The anticipated noise 1level 1is 1less than the
sixty-five DNL established by HUD as an acceptable acousti-
cal environment for residential use. The cumulative noise
level from sonic booms in the highest exposure area has a
C~weighted day-night average sound of 58 dB." Page 5-1.

COMMENT: The equation employed to reach this €figure is
incorrect. Instead of 15 times 7 times .08 equal 8.6, the
equation should read 15 times 5 times .08 equal 12, adding
another 1.5 decibels to the equation on page D-33, Dr.
Galloway states that a 1l2-hour operation adds three deci-
bels. Since the 5-day operation adds 1.5 decibels, the
final total is not 63.9 decibels, but 68.9 decibels, well
over the accepted HUD and EPA levels. Even without taking
into account the peak powers that are the basic problem in
sonic booms. While one foot in boiling water and one in
ice water will average out to be comfortable, this theory
simply will not work in human terms. The statement that
the highest level will be 58 dB is, therefore, incorrect; a
minimum of 4 1/2 dB must be added to any stated maxima
throughout this Revised DEIS.

43. "Claims for property damage and personal injury as a
result of Air Force sonic boom activties are processed in
accordance with the procedures set out in Air Force Manual
112-1., Claims for sonic boom damage are most often handled
under Chapter 7 of the manual which implements the military
claims act (Title 10, United States Code, § 2733). This
act authorizes the Air Force to pay for damages or injuries
caused by 'non-combat activities'. A 'non-combat activity'
includes supersonic flights and sonic booms that are crea-
ted by such flights. A claimant need not allege or prove a
negligent or wrongful act by military or Air Force civilian
personnel in order to recover under this theory. The
claimant need only prove a ‘causal connection' between the
authorized non-combat activity and the injury or damage
claim. The claimant can assist his/her case by making a
record of the exact time the damage occurred and/or a sonic
boom was heard. This aids the claims office handling the
claim in determining whether an Air Force claim was super-
sonic at that time."™ Page 5-3.

COMMENT: The implication of this statement is that the Air
Force will fully and fairly compensate property damage.
This is difficult to believe in light of the Air Force's
own records, which indicate that from 1959 to 1970, the Air
Force paid only $1.7 million dollars in structural damage
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claims out of $30.6 million dollars in claimed, a paltry
68, Furthermore, the Air Force paid only $128,000.00 in
claims against actual claims of $900,000.00 for animal dam-
age, or 1l4%; $100,000.00 against $610,000.00 in mink pro-
duction claims of damage, or 17%. Of claims against damage
to chickens, horses, and cattle, only $21,500.00 was paid
against $144,000.00 in claims, or 6.7%.

Furthermore, the Air Porce's own test show that in
Oklahoma City, minor unreimbursed home repairs increased
60% during the 6 month test period. While the Air Force
keeps citing this test throughout the Revised DEIS, they

never mentioned this curious fact.

44. "pPayments for property damage are most often based on
the repair cost of the item damaged or the depreciated
replacement cost -of the damaged item; whichever is less."
Page 5-3.

COMMENTS: Considering the age of the majority of struc-
tures located in the Valentine MOA, this method of compen-
sation is totally unfair.

45. "sonic boom claims for damage may be denied for one of
two reasons: (1) there was no Air Force aerial activity
being conducted at the time the damage occurred; or (2) the
damage resulted from other causes, for example, structural
deficiencies or water damage."™ Page 5-4.

COMMENT: Since there has never been any structure ever
built in the Valentine MOA to FHA or VA standards, all
structures in the area will have, in the Air Force's eyes,
"structural deficiencies™ and will therefore, ipso facto,
be denied full compensation for damage claims.

46. "The area, remotely located and sparsely populated, is
considered by some as the ‘'last unspoiled frontier'."™ Page
6-1 Y

COMMENT: This being so, is it necessary that this area,
too, must be despoiled?

47. "Although commercial and recreational interests are
present in other sections of the area, the scale of such
endeavors appears to be limited with no indication of sig-
nificantly increased potential for development in the fu-
ture.” Page 6-1.
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COMMENT: As pr~viously noted, two new subdivisions have
been created in the area and others are planned.

48. "The economic impact study, Valentine and Morenci
Military Operations Area, May, 1980, concluded from all
available information, that the proposed supersonic opera-
tions would not significantly impact the economy in and
near the Valentine MOA." Page 6-1. '

COMMENT: At the time the Economic Impact Study was com-
pleted, a request for the copy was denied on the grounds
that it was "classified."™ Being given no opportunity to
analyze the study, it is presumptively flawed since infor-
mation given to the interviewer by two ranchers, a realtor,
a county official, and others is at variance with the con-
clusion that there will be no adverse economic impact.

49, "Because of safety conside:atiohs, pilots operating in
any flying area insure that flight operations are confined
within the designated air space." Page 6-1.

COMMENT: Since November 20, 1978, when the Air Force began
its subsonic activity, supersonic activity resulted in an
average of 20 booms per year being reported just outside

the eastern boundary, indicating an equal number at various

other points in the MOA (probably 75 to 100 a year over-
all). The 20 per year were reported to the Washington
Depository as well as to the command at Holloman AFB.

50. "Members of the committee voiced opposition to the
proposal through 1letters to congressional representatives,
news media and Air Force officials. A petition was cir-
culated within and near the area for signatures of area
residents opposed to the supersonic training. A total of
165 names from the people residing within the area bounda-
ries plus 70 names from the town of Valentine appear on the
petition. The names of 243 citizens residing outside the
area boundary are also listed in the petition.™ Page 9-1.

COMMENT: Copies of the Petitions referred to were re-
quested by the 49th TFW, together with typed copies of the
names for inclusion in this document. The promise of
inclusion, however, was not kept. Accordingly, copies of
the petition are attached to this critique as Appendix B.

51. "At the request of the committee, Commissioners from

Jeff Davis County passed a resolution opposing the Air
Force Proposal. In addition, three city councils and the
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Commissioners from Brewster County, all areas east of the
proposed area, passed resolutions to support the protest
committees efforts." Page 9-1.

COMMENT: This resolution, as well as copies of those from
neighboring towns and counties, were to be reproduced in
the Revised DEIS. Another unkept promise.

52. "Many ranchers and cattlemen in the West Texas are
depend on water storage tanks to provide water for their
livestock. The tanks are constructed of various materials
including native rock material, concrete blocks, and pre-
fabricated steel tanks. Most of the tanks are intercon-
nected with a gravity flow pipeline. The water tanks re-
quire periodic maintenance to prevent seepage and loss of
water." Page 9-2.

>

COMMENT: In considering potential damage to water tanks,
it must be remembered that most of the large rock ones are
from 50 to 75 years o0ld, and would probably be ruled
"structurally deficient™ under Air Force standards. With
‘proper maintenance, however, they remain serviceable and
supply cattle in remote areas with needed water (25 gallons
per day per cow). Damage to a tank, undiscovered for a
week, could result in weight loss and dehydration death of
an entire herd before being discovered. Does the Air Force
intend to insure 100% compensation would be made for the
cattle, even if the tank were discounted for its "structur-
al deficiencies?"”

53. "Twenty-four area resident questionnaires were re-
ceived by the 49th TFW in response to the test. Two ques-
tionnaires were submitted by a resident from the town of
Valentine 1listing three different booms. Five were from
the residents ten miles west of Valentine reporting 14 d4if-
ferent booms. Seventeen questionnaires were submitted
listing a total of 29 people located along the eastern area
border referencing the one sonic boom at about 1:10 p.m. on
June 22, A total of 18 different sonic booms were reported
by area residents. Thic total, as a percentage of the
total pilot reported booms, equates to 9%. The 49th TFW
realizes that area residents may have perceived a much
large percentage of the sonic booms than were reported via
the questionnaires."™ Page B-6.

COMMENT: One resident of the town of Valentine reported

two sonic booms despite the Air Porce's promise that
Valentine would be avoided by a 5-mile radius. As the Air
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Force itself acknowledges, a total of 18 different sonic
booms were reported by area residents. Page 1-8. We
simply do not know how many sonic booms were heard but not
reported. Furthermore, the Marfa Airport had 1,000 ques-
tionnaires in a box under a table. Ten days after arrival
they were still there, unopened and well hidden, although
the table displayed all kinds of other material. The ques-
tion, then, is why were the questionnaires hidden in an
airport at Marfa, thirty miles away, instead of being
available in Valentine itself.

S4. "No report was received in indicating any window
breakage resulting from test operations.®” Page B-8

COMMENT: Window damage, including that in the Valentine
High School library was reported. No claims ensued because
of the expense and time of the claims procedure, as well as
the probable denial of such a claim.

55. "Even though area resident questionnaire response to
the test was minimal, there remains opposition to the pro-
posal from some residents beneath and adjacent to the
area." Page B-9,

COMMENT: Inasmuch as the questionnaires were 55 miles away
in the Marfa Airport, it is not surprising that response to
the Air Force's questionnaire was "minimal.®™ The Council
for the Preservation of the West Texas Frontier, moreover,
would assure the Air Force that opposition to the proposal
to fly supersonic sorties in the Valentine MOA is anything
but "minimal.”

56. "“Complainers were more often middle aged females with
older children and smaller families.™ Page B-9.

COMMENT: As used in this context, the term “complainers"”
is more pejorative than informative. One who files a com-
plaint is not necessarily a "complainer® in the accepted
sense of the word.

57. "This procedure relates a percent of a population that
would be expected to be highly annoyed by the sonic boom
environment to the C-weighted day-night average sound level
(abbreviated as CDNL) in dB. This measure is the long term
average of the C-weighted sound levels accumulated over a
24 hour period, with a 10 dB penalty to events that occur
after 10:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m." Page D-10.
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COMMENT : As previously noted, this method of measuring,
taking a 24-hour average to determine the decibel impact,
is irrelevant when used to measure a daylight only activity
confined to a 12-hour duration.

58. "Eleven typical types of residential structures were
instrumented and exposed to eight sonic booms per day at

- over-pressures of zero to 3.5 PSF. The test program con-

5|

sisted of 26 weeks of eight daily controlled sonic booms
having intensities in the range of zero to 3.5 PSF (median
peak over-pressure of 1.2 PSF) followed by thirteen weeks
of observation and inspection of the structures to
determine the normal rate of deterioration as compared to
the rate of deterioration found during the 26 week sonic
boom period.®™ Page D-10.

COMMENT: As noted earlier, the Air #orce does not go on to
cite the equally important finding that the test caused a
60% rise in minor damage repairs caused by the sonic booms.

59. "The extensive series of overflight tests have provi-

‘ded valuable data on the order of magnitude of responses to

be expected. These tests show that building structures in
good repair should not be damaged at bhoom overpressures
less than about 11 1lbs. per squarxe foot. However, it is
recognized that considerable 1loading variability occurs
owing to atmospheric affects, and that the residual
strength of structures varies according to usage and natur-
al causes. Thus, there is a small probability that some
damage will be produced by the intensities to be expected
to be produced by supersonic aircraft."™ Page D-14.

COMMENT: It is a verifiable fact that very few structures
in the Valentine MOA are "in good repair™ since the region
contains only old structures. While suitable and adequate
to their present uses, these structures are being put to
unnecessary, uncalled for, and unwarranted risk. The re-
sources, moreover, do not exist to repair damage and there
is little knowledge of proper claim procedures. Finally,
no one is certain that the Air Force will make full res-
titution with its record of 6% compensation payments.

60. "In 1977 an adobe house in southern Arizona was in-
strumented and evaluated while supersonic training was tak-
ing place overhead. The conclusion of the evaluation was
that the adobe structure reacted similar to a conventional
style structure. Based on this analysis, there should be
no difference in the probability of damage to an adobe
structure or a conventional structure. Page D-14.
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COMMENT: This is the third time this mysterious house in
southern Arizona has been cited by the Air Force. We still
do not know anything about its age or condition, however,
that qualifies it to be the standard to which the 50 to 75
year old adobe structures in the Valentine MOA should be
judged.

61. "By far the largest percentage of sonic boom damage
claims stems from broken or cracked glass damage. All of
the tests conducted in the United States have confirmed
that glass damage is the most prevalent damage caused by
sonic booms. Because the microstructure of glass is amor-
phous rather than crystalline, the practical design
strength of glass is a surface condition property rather
than a constant material property. What this indicates is
that the strength of glass is dependent on the surface
scratch condition. Glass that has been sandblasted,
scratched or nicked will not exhibit the same strength as a
properly installed relatively new pane of glass." Page
D-15.

COMMENT: Again, the question is compensability. Consider
a cracked window pane left in a position undisturbed for
years and perfectly serviceable, which is shattered by a
sonic boom, thereby causing cost, travel to distant towns
for replacement (Van Horn, 40 miles, Ft. Davis, 42 miles,
Marfa, 30 miles, etc.), annoyance, and continuous adjudica-
tion for something not "structurally sound.” With respect
to people with large windows or sliding glass doors, their
nearest source of supply and repair is El1 Paso, over 200
miles away. In this regard, the Air Force has never indi-
cated whether it will consider consequential costs such as
travel and time to be compensable.

62. "A study of reindeer reaction to sonic booms revealed
that at low levels of over-pressure (0.3 psf to 0.5 psf)
the animals react with temporary muscle contraction and
minimal or undetectable interruption of activities. Higher
levels of over-pressure (up to 10.5 psf) caused the rein-
deer to raise their heads, look around and sniff but never
produced a reaction strong enough to bring resting animals
to their feet. Panic movements were not observed, but
neither was adapting to startle noted." Page D-18,

COMMENT: Wile admitting that reindeer do not adapt to

startle, the Air Force conveniently overlooks the conclu-
sions of the report, which are:
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(1) It was inconclusive because it was done during
the reindeer's "quiet time of year" (i.e., no stress due to
gestation, caving, or feeding);

(2) The Lapps do not corral their reindeer during
thunderstorms since they would panic and stampede, nor do
they do so during sonic boom-making periods; and

(3) It stated that sonic booms could have negative
influences on reproduction.

In sum, the authors admit the test is totally flawed be-
cause of the time it was done, yet draw conclusions from
even that which would indicate ill effects on reindeer.
Nonetheless, the Air Force blithely states that the rein-
deer never even "got up on their feet.”

»” . ¥
63. "One well documented study reveals that supersonic
over-pressures may have affected a wild bird reproduction
rate. During 1969 in a Sooty Tern breeding colony of a
Florida Key, the birth rate of young terns was 1.3% of the
expected rate. The possible causes, including weather,
predation, food shortage, over-dense vegetation in the col-
ony, pesticides, and disturbance by man were investigated
and discounted. Three very intense sonic booms between May
4 and and May 11 may have caused embryo damage due to egg
abandonment or physical damages to uncovered eggs. (Over-
pressures of 100 psf or more have been generated by air-
craft flying supersonically within 60 feet of the ground.)
Birth rates in preceding and succeeding years were nor-
mal.” Page D-18.

COMMENT: It is exceedingly difficult to reconcile this
well-documented experience with Sooty Terns with the some-
what offhanded conclusions reached concerning the Peregrine
Falcon. This 1is especially true in 1light of the Air
Force's own admission in the initial DEIS that the falcon
pulls its eggs and chicks off a cliff in an involuntary
clutching startled reaction.

64. This comment is directed to figures 4 and 5 on pages
D-30 and D-32, respectively.

COMMENT: Note the occurrence of out-of-bounds flights by
Air Force pilots. This reinforces the position of the
Council for the Preservation of the West Texas Frontier
that the Air Force must consider the environmental impact
upon areas outside the geographical boundary of the
Valentine MOA.
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65. "In the Valentine test of June, 1978 pilots reported
205 supersonic events, of which 18 caused booms reported by
residents.® Page D-33.

The Air Force, however, does not cite the known but
unreported booms heard by area residents, giving the false
impression that of 205 booms, only 18 were reported. Since
only 18 were reported, the Air Force makes the assumption
that only 18 were heard. The validity of this assumption
is, of course, questionable in 1light of the Air Force's
acknowledgement that not all booms were reported.

66. "The above calculations for CDNL were based on 15 sor-
ties per day for each five day week. For ten sorties per
day the CDNL values are 1.8 dB lower; for 5 sorties per
day, CDNL is reduced by 4.8 dB. Page D-34.

COMMENT: Once again, the 24-hour weighting is unrealistic

64|and unfair, in view of the fact that Air Force sorties will

65

be flown during a 12-hour period.

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

1. The Air Force must address the health effects of the
perception by the human ear and brain of "double" sonic
booms; i.e., over-pressure and under-pressure stimulation.
Furthermore, the Air Force must address the issue of weigh-
ting this effect into its C-Weighted calculations. The
reasons for the decision to include or not to include this
data nmust also be stated in the next Revised DEIS.

2. The Air Force must address the issue of disruption of
communication and interruption of attention span of chil-
dren, inasmuch as two schools will be impacted by the pro-
posed testing. Answers to some of these questions may be
found in the literature that the Air Force has overlooked.

3. The Air Force must review all of the studies and re-
ports that describe the effects of sonic booms on people.
Less than half, and perhaps less than one-quarter, of the
important studies have been read and reviewed. The fol-
lowing must also be done:

(a) the Air Force must 1list all of the sonic boom

studies that it has reviewed so the completeness of the
impact analysis can be evaluated; and
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(b) the Air Force must then summarize the results,
such as effects on hearing, eye-~hand coordination, adapta-
tion to booms, etc.

4. The Air Force must complete its annoyance calcula-
tion. 1In other words, the Air Force must show how may peo-
ple will be "slightly annoyed,” "moderately annoyed," or
annoyed to any degree. Even the Air Force has already
referenced papers that link annoyance to ill-health.

5. The Air Force must also use the latest models that
better predict the number of people that will be annoyed by
lower intensity impulse noise. At least one new method is
now available that will better predict the degree of annoy-
ance. Since health is a consideration, it is critical that
the most accurate models for predicting annoyance be util-
ized. The Air Force must further show in a table the var-
ious predictions for each method.

6. In connection with the foregoing, the Air Force must
discuss the C-weighted measure as it relates to accurately
‘'recording the energy in sonic booms. The Air Force must
consider the current contention that C-weighted measures
consistently underestimate low frequency impulse noises.

7. It is critical that the Air Force compile a demograph-
ic profile of the impacted population within the Valentine
MOA. The Air Force must provide the data for the number of
persons in the MOA as well as in the specific test areas.
The profile must be complete enough to be of value in pre-
dicting the number of births each year, as well as numbers
of the individuals in each age class by sex. No one can
make any prediction of health impact without this data.

8. Given the Air Force's acknowledgement of the startle
effect of sonic booms, the Air Force must consult with:

(a) a leading cardiovascular physiologist,

(b) a leading heart specialist, and

(c) a leading obstetrician.
Such consultations are critical. The Air Force must ask
each of these individuals if repetition of the startle ef-
fect will aggravate or worsen any medical condition known

to them. PFurthermore, the names of the experts and the
opinions they voice must be recorded.
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9. If leading health experts fear that certain conditions
might be worsened by such exposures, the Air Force must
then consult the current medical literature for the known
rates of occurrence of these disorders, and then determine
from the demographic table just how many people might be
affected in the Valentine MOA. These predictions should be
made for S5-year and l0-year exposures as well.

10. The Air Force must review the recent paper reporting
sonic boom ear damage in Rhesus monkeys. It must accord-
ingly revise its conclusions on the potential for ear dam-
age in light of recent findings.

11. The Air Force must review both CHABA reports to pres-
ent both sides of the issues, rather than select sections
that happen to support its case. The spirit of at 1least
one of these papers is misrepresented. ’

12. If the Air Force wants to reference the 7-year old
study of Worthington as "worst-case," then they must spon-
sor an update study to show the true worst-case.
Worthington only reviewed half of the 1literature in the
field at this time. Another 100 papers have been published
since then. A worst-case study would require a new synthe-
sis of the information in at least 150 more studies.

13. The Air Force must update the 2-year o0ld CHABA re-
port. All the new material must be referenced and an un-
biased assessment must be made to determine if any of the
conclusions have been changed. It is our opinion that they
have.

14, The Air Force must review its use of the conjectural
paper by Kryter to reference its point since he even admits
that the preponderance of evidence does not support his
views.
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APPENDIX A CRITIQUE OF THE ECONOMIC
IMPACT STUDY DATED MAY, 1980

Before proceeding to a paragraph-by-paragraph examination
of the economic impact study as it relates to the Valentine
MOA, the following discrepencies between White Sands, Gladden,
Sells, and Valentine should be pointed out. First, White Sands
with an area of 5,000 miles of 100% public land, but only 150
affected residents, is economically 1lumped in with a
$200,000,000.00 economy of cities and towns not effected by the
supersonic sorties. Similarly, Gladden, with 85% public lands,
has its minimal population economically lumped in with Phoenix‘
and Prescott's $20,000,000,000.00 dollar annual economy, almost
none of which is affected by sonic booms. Similarly, Sell's
71,000 sguare miles are primarily poor Papago Indian reserva-
tion, but their 1limited economy is 1lumped in with Tucson's
$5,000,000,000.00 economy; Tucson, bhowever, is not subjected to
sonic booms. ¥

Nonetheless, in spite of these differences, all these
"apples" are compared to the "orange® of Valentine, which bhas
no public land and no big city economies to disrupt the pic-
ture. Consequently, the only true economic numbers in this
statement are Valentine's. The areas to which Valentine is
compared are immensely distorted by the inclusion of unaffected
metropolitan areas.

Purther distortions that result in comparing these areas
with Valentine are as follows:

(1) In White Sands, an outside population of approximately
20,000 people and 400 business establishments was extrapo-
lated to indicate what the economic impact is on just 150
people, a ratio of 120 to 1.

(2) For Gladden, it was 1,700,000 people and 12,000
business establishments, on fewer than 1,000 people, a
ration of 1,700 to 1.

(3) For Selles, we could find no population figures. Wwhen
Tuscon's 500,000 population and 3,700 business establish-
ments are compared to not more than 7,000 Papago Indians
and their handful of small stores and gas stations, the
ratio must be close to 70 to 1.

(4) In Valentine, however, the ratio is far different. A

population of 6,300 projected against an effected popula-
tion of 700 yields a ratio of only 9 to 1.
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As with any social "science" such as economic impact, no solid
law can result from extrapolation from such disparities. Any
businessman knows that better than any theorist. Only conjec-
ture can result and our conjecture is as goed as any theorist.
Our conjecture, moreover, is tempered by practical experience.

Turning to the specifics of the Economic Impact Study, the
same format used in critiquing the Revised DEIS will be
employed here. .

1. "The proposed supersonic flight area was geograph-
ically designed to avoid populated areas to the maximum
extent possible."™ Page 206.

COMMENT: The fact that towns such as Van Horn, Marfa,
Presidio, and Ojinaga lie outside the geographic border of
the MOA does not necessarily mean that these areas will not
73 be impacted when one considers the fact that a sonic boom

has the potential to impact 28 square miles. 1In reality, a
total of 25,000 people are potentially affected by the Air
Force's proposal to conduct supersonic sorties in the
Valentine MOA.

2. "Two alleged property damaged claims were directly
attributed by residents to test booms. Air Force claims
personnel bhave promptly responded and bave investigated
each claim submitted or alleged.™ Page 207.

COMMENT: What the Air Force fails to indicate is that on
one claim, Air Force personnel responded by saying "the
plaster would have cracked in the course of time anyway."

3. "The area is very sparsely populated, with an esti-
mated total of less than 700 people residing within the
boundaries. The only town in the area is Valentine, popu-
lation 213." Page 209.

COMMENT: These figures need to be updated. Furthermore,
as was pointed out in the Council's critique of the Revised
DEIS, the Air Force has ignored several communities 1lying
within the Valentine MOA. Furthermore, as we have
74 repeatedly stated to the Air Force, areas of substantial
population, which lie outside the geographic boundary of
the MOA, are impacted by the proposal to conduct supersonic
sorties.

4. "Van Horn, Kent, and Sierra Blanca on the north have
emerged as service areas for the traveling public on
I-20." Page 210.
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75| COMMENT: The highway to the north is I-10, not I-20.

5. "Big game hunting is an economically important
activity in the area. Commercial bunting for mule deer,
javelina and antelope on private ranch 1lands attracts
numerous resident and non-resident sportsmen in the area
each year. Annual income from the sale of hunting leases
is estimated at $1,000,000.00 by the Council for The
Preservation of the West Texas Frontier though research for

- this Economic Impact Study found that income 1is only

76

7

approximately $300,000.00." Page 212,

COMMENT: As stated to the researcher compiling this study,
bunting income is above $1,000,000.00. Lease income is
approximately §$300,000.00 as stated. The $700,000.00
balance is attributable to fuel, tires, parts, repairs,
food, beverages, ammunition, butchering, c¢old storage,
taxidermy, lodging, licenses, etc., _all of which benefits
the towns of Ft. Davis, Marfa, Alpin& and Van Horn.

6. These comments are directed to the population data
assembled on Page 216 and tables B-2, B-3, and B-4,

'COMMENT: This data needs to be updated. Between 1970 and

1980, contrary to the Economic Impact Study, Jeff Davis
County gained population. The same is true of Valentine
and Presidio County. 1In addition, the census indicates a
stabilization in the population of Marfa. The Council for
the Preservation of the West Texas Frontier guestions
whether this growth can continue in 1light of the Air
Force's proposal to turn the skies above the area into an
aerial battlefield.

7. These comments are directed to the employment and
personal income data compiled and set forth on Pages 220
through 227.

COMMENT: This already dismal picture certainly, by the
most dreamy-eyed projections, cannot be improved by the Air
Force's proposal to conduct supersonic sorties over the
area.

8. These comments are directed to the data compiled and
set forth in the study concerning retail trade. Pages
228-232.

COMMENT: Court house records indicate a decline, not an
increase in eating establishments in Jeff Davis County.
Moreover, there bave always been two building materials
stores in PFt. Davis. Furthermore, the decline in food
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stores in Jeff Davis County is not "because o0f new and
larger units, new and large units may have been added"™ but
because reduced gas costs enable shopping in Alpine for
larger variety and lower prices.

The growth of Presidio, moreover, reflected the growth of
Ojinaga, across the river in Mexico. Ojinaga supplied a
substantial portion of Presidio's economy until the recent
peso devaluations,

9. "No data were analyzed concerning férming activities
in the Valentine MOA because of the lack of importance of
such industries to the MOA." Page 239.

COMMENT : Comments such as these are nothing 1less than
incredible. Two very large farms, a vineyard, and a large
pecan orchard exist near Valentine. In addition, onions
and cantelopes are grown near Presidio, and two vineyards
flank Blue Mountain on Highway 166. '

This statement is also at odds with the subsequent state-
ment that "there are two areas where a significant amount
of crop farming is occurring within the MOA."™ Page 246.

10. "About 35 permanent bhomes are currently occupied in
the [Davis Mountain Resort] development. . . ." Page 242.

COMMENT: More than 50 permanent homes now exist in the
Davis Mountain Resort.

11, "0Officials of the [McDonald] planetarium were con-
tacted to determine what, if any, possible effect the sonic
boom activity would bave on their operation. The plane-
tarium is supported jointly by the National Science
Foundation and the State of Texas." Page 243.

COMMENT : The McDonald observatory is not a mere
*planetarium.” Instead, it is a full fledged, world
renowned multi-telescope observatory. Comments such as
these reflect the ignorance of Air Force officials of the
impacted areas within and along side the Valentine MOA.

12. "However, the boundary lines of the Valentine super-
sonic MOA were drawn so that no sonic booms are anticipated
at the observatory." Page 244.

COMMENT: Unfortunately, sonic booms have been experienced

at the visitor center and telescope complex at the observa-
tory.
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13. "Tourist facilities and services. . . are located in
several towns adjacent to the MOA (Vvan Horn, Marfa,
Ft. Davis and Kent). It is unlikely that sonic booms would
have any affect on this segment of the economy." Page 244.

COMMENT: The noticeable absence of data to support this
conclusion speaks for itself. Our position is that sonic
booms will discourage hunters and otber visitors to this
area. The affect of this will ripple throughout the local
economies.

14. "Ranch land sells in the range of $60.00 to $120.00
per acre on a gross basis (20-50 sections or about 12,000
to 30,000 acres)™. Page 24S5.

COMMENT: A Ft. Davis realtor estimates a decline of at
80 least $10.00 per acre value in the event the Air Force's

proposal to conduct supersonic sorties is carried out.

This is an aggregate property value Ioss of $14.5 million.

CONCLUSION

As with the Revised DEIS, the Economic Impact Study is

incomplete and incorrect in many respects. Moreover, it bas

8l been 3 1/2 years since the study was compiled. It is the

position of the Council for the West Texas Frontier that the
report should be revised.
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the shocks and noises of sonic booms,
that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by

Operating Area,

the shocks and noises of sonic booms,

that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith

. Name (one to a Ilne)

Fearful of their effects on our health,
our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETlTlON
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely aflfected by
the shocks and noises of sonic booms., Fearful of their effects on our health,

our homes,-our .incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION

that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith.....

Name (one to a line)

and FOREVER.
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely aflected by

the shocks and noises of sonic booms,

Name (one to a line)

Fearful of their effects on our health,
our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY F’ETITIQN
that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith.....and FOREVER.

L_ocation

- CAROLE HODGES

Hwy 17 3mi No of FD

TOM HODGES

e
T

CHRISTI DILLARD

Ft Davis Audubon Acres

AL WHITE

BRIDGET JARRATT

GEORGE RODRIGUEZ

BONNIE McKINNEY -

CHAS WADE

KAY WHITLEY

VIRGINIA GONZALES

MRS WADE REID

HARVEY RHEES (7)

MARGARET TILLEY

DEE- HERRELL

JASON HERRELL

8uUDD LADD

RICHARD RENDON

DUNCAN PARISH
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by

the shocks and noises of sonic booms.
our homes, our incomes and our quality of life,

Fearful of their effects on our health,

WE SINCERELY PETITION

that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith,.... and FOREVER.

Name (one to a line)
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by
the shocks and noises of sonic booms., Fearful of their effects on our health,
our homes, our |ncomes and our qualnty of life, WE SINCEREL.Y PETITION

and FOREVE
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military

Operating Area, we are near enough to
the shocks and noises of sonic booms.
our homes, our incomes and our quality

that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith

Ndme (one to a line)

its edges to be adversely alfected by

Fearful of their effects on our health,

of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by
the shocks and noises of sonic booms.

our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY P
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of their effects on our health,

that this proposal be wnhdrawn forthwath,,.
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military

Operating Area,

.the shocks and noises of sonic booms.

we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by

Fearful of their effects on our health,

our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION

that this proposal be wnhdr*awn forthwuth.....and FOREVER
,..,Mu) I"\ b 1\{' 55‘»'”
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by
"~ the shocks and noises of sonic booms. Fearful of their effects on our health,
- our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by

the shocks and noises of sonic booms.,

Fearful of their effects on our health,

our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION

that this proposal be wnthdrawn forthwith
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by
Fearful of their effects on our health,
our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION

the shocks and noises of sonic booms.

that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith

Name {(one to a line)

and FOREVER.
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Although our homes are not exactly within the
Operating Area,
the shocks and noises of sonic booms,

borders of the proposed Military
we are near enough to its edges to be adversely allected by

Fearful of their effects on our health,

our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION

that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith..... and FOREVER.
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Although our homes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by

the shocks and noises of sonic booms, Fearful of their effects on our health,
our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETITION
that this proposal be withdrawn forthwith,.... and FOREVER.
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Although our hcmes are not exactly within the borders of the proposed Military
Operating Area, we are near enough to its edges to be adversely affected by

the shocks and noises of sonic booms,

Fearful of their effects on our healith,

our homes, our incomes and our quality of life, WE SINCERELY PETIT N

that this proposal be withdrawn lorthwith, ...

Name ({(cne to a line)

and FOREVER.
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CRITIQUE "A" of-the REVISED DEIS Dated July 1983

Page iii, penult, para: "(studies cited) indicated that about 6
out of 700 people in the Valentine MOA will be 'highly annoyed.!
This purely artificial equation is totally at variance with the AF's
own studies in St Louis and Edwards AFB and FAA!s in @& City
(see later further references in this critique) where 27%, 50%
and 35% ’r'especﬁvely were ‘'highly annoyed' instead of the 1%
pr'ojecteci for \Valentine.

Page iv, 3rd line: "The Fish and Wildlife Service has conclud-

ed the proposed action will not jeopardize the continued existence

of the Peregrine Falcon." No comment is made on the quotation
from the first DEIS: "{it) pulls jis 'eggs or chicks off a cliff in
an involuntary clutching startle reaction." Nor is a further quota-
tion from the DEIS commented upon: "...there Is no conclusive

evidence which indicates...an adverse impact on the reproductive/
fledging success of the Feregrine Falcon." There is also no con{
clusive evidence that it does NOT have an adverse impact, altho
circumstantial evidence from the June 1978 test does point that way|
Are 50/50 odds good enough to risk on a known endangered speci

Fage iv, para 3: Noise levels are normally less than that at busy
commercial airports..." Sonic booms, however, are not made at

commenrcial airports!

Page iv, para 5: "Damage...would primarily involve claims for
window breakage.!" Large windows and patio glass doors repre-
sent not only a difficulty of replacement since the nearest suppliers
and services are 200 miles away in El Raso, but also a definite
human hazard in the event of breakage...will the claims cover
injury as well as high cost of replacement and labor and travel?

ern Arizona indicated the structure reacted similarly to convential
style structures." We'll meet this adobe structure frequently in thi
DEIS, but never learning its age or condition making it an invalid
comparison to adobe structures in the Valentine MOA some of
which are 80 years old., Comparing one structure-to hundreds of
varying age and condition is no comparison at all. See #85 for

a full explanation of this 'test",

Page iv, para §5: "A 1977 evaluation on an adobe house in Soulj

Page iv, penult. para: "Possible impact to archeological sites in
the Valentine MOA was evaluated in July 1981 and the study con-
cludes that sonic booms are unlikely to cause significant damage."
Further quotation from page 3-25, first full paragraph: "Ten
(flights)... produced 2 sonic booms. Results...demonslirated that
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| day. supply?

there will be no impact to archeological sites...? Two booms? A 1~
THIS is a demonstration of "no impact?" Why not a .

month's supply of 750 booms? How can just 2 booms predict what
200 -~ or 2000 - will eventually do?

1st full para: "The potenual for sonic boom impact on the
‘local economy has been evaluated and determined not to be significant. "
See Critique "8B" of the Economic Impact Study for refutation of this,

Page 1-6, 1.2.1.: "Airspace locations greater than 150NM from Hollo-
man are not considered viable alternatives." See #43, #45, # 46 and

Page 1-6, 1.2.1: M".the 49th TFW relocated the originally proposed |
boundary because of a potential impact upon the McDonald Observatory, "
Proposals and surveys with a view to installing equipment and/or the : 87
planned new 300-inch telescope on Mt Livermore would bring McDon- ;
ald facilities 12 miles closer to the Eastern boundary of the MOA,

Page 1-8," 3rd para: "No window damage was reported, ¥ Damage was

lound ina hotme some time later when owners preturned to vacation there.
It went unclaimed because resident felt it would be too difficult to prove.

F’agé 1-&, ’1..‘2.4: The cited "area visitations, speéking engagements,

&

: _until one of November 15 '"78Istated the area was to be invaded with

town meetings and press releases“are largely myths. The residents

‘and their committee learned nothing from April 1978 until August 1978 88
At none of those meetings or in none .

of those press releases or In the DEIS were the residents Informed

subsonic aclivity the following Monday, the 20th! This was the first
word that anything other than supersonic activity had been intended.

"...there Is a low probability that on the average,
an individual would hear more than 2 to 3 sonic booms per day." If
true, this is 60 to 90 sudden, explosive slaps on an unsuspecting
sunburned back a month,: 720 to 960 a year!

However, an additional annoying fact nowhere addressed in this DEIS

Is the effect of afterburner detonation which has been likened to a sonic 89
boom by its makers and hearers. The numbers of these should also

be predicted in order to determine ultimate "stress" impact.

Page 1-9, 1st para: "If supersonic operations are not conducted In
the Regerve area...use of the Valentine area may then Increase...

to (double) the supersonic training sorties." Daily booms would then
120 to 180 per month, about FIFTEEN

to TWENTY THOUSAND A YEAR! Heartless!

7. Page v,
8.
#47 below for refutations of this.
9.
!
11,
when a meeting was announced.
Pages 1-8, 9:
13.
be 6 or more per _Iindividual:
pL 7Y

Page 1-12, 1.6.1: Aside from the airfields mentioned, lhere are
many private alrslrlps on ranches thruout the area.
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15.

Page 1-15, 1.8.1(1): "In accordance with FAA policy, the designa-

tion of the area as a Military Operations Area was c:rculamzed for
public review and comment before being established. No notice was
given to the Commissioner'!s Courlts of the Countues, no newspaper
publication of the proposal, no public meehngs were held. It is puz-
zling, bewildering and a2 mystery to the residants how this designa-
tion, so important to their lives, could have been established with so

o]
o

few knowing about it.

Page 1-17,1.8.2: There are 2 towns within the Southern flying el-

16.

-9

18,

‘lipse which are not acknowledged: Candelaria and Ruidosa. Further,

. carries a population of epproximately .22,000!

Page 1-19, 1.8.4.(3): "One of the area's important economic resour-

flights outside these ellipses, through pilot error or overenthusiasm in
pursuing a foe could impinge on Marfa (pop. A466), just 5 miles from
the MOA border; VVan Horn (2772), 10 miles from the border; Kent,
also 10 miles from the border; Presidio and Ojinaga, Mexico (5200

and 13000 respectively) just 15 miles from the Southern border. Also,
no mention is made of the many Mexican ejidos and settlements, ranchesg
and farms along the Rio Grande in Mexico.

0o

The above population figures are 1980 census, correcting the AF fig-
ures in the DEIS...Also instead of 213, Valentine’s 1983 census is'340

Thus, the total area boih to-be-impacted and possibly-to-be~impacted

Fage 1-19, 1.8.4(2): I~ addition to the farming noted, vineyard activi-
ty is also increasing wiih further expansion and a winery envisioned.

92|

ces' (NOT 'recreatioral activities!, as stated) is(leasing for)big-game
hunting'' (of local wild life and stocked exotic big game animals.) It can-
not continue to be so when either hunter or his prey are startled by
an unexpected sanic boom, afterburner shock or other jet noise. Leas-
Ing, therefore is expected to be impacted markedly should this activity

be Implemented

O
N

Fage 1-19, 1.8.4.(3): Leasing, as stated, Is approximately $350,000;
the other $650,000 is made up of sales ef: fuel, food, beverages, auto
tires, parts, batteries and service, taxidermy and other hunt expenses.

©
(¢

Page 1-21, list: As reported to the AF in the Critique (G-129) of
Sept 4, 1979 this list is defective. It was not corrected and the same
errors appear. For Example, the Gulf Coast is 3000 lots, not 300;
Green Valley is 2560 lots, not 256. Also, on Jun9, 1980 the AF was
notified of the platting of L_ast Frontier Ranches in that same area, with
125 homesites and 200 more planned. This was not included in the
present DEIS. Also, 2 new developments have been created and sold
since 1980: Warbonnet | across from Bloys Campmeeling and Warbonnet
il across from Apache Pines, totalling about 50 lots (350 ac) and all
sold, some with homes, others readying.

o
&H

] 1-76



W

95

21,

Other corrections: There are now more than 50 full-time families is
the DMR, up Irom 35. Apache Pines: almost all lots are now sold.

P

Further, the AF took no note of statement~-made at the meeting (G-26):

At Crowl!s Nest there is a camping ground that is<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>